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COMMISSION ON ORGANIZATION OF THE EXECUTIVE 
BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT 


(Water Resources and Power Report) 
Part 2—Raleigh, N. C. 


WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER RESOURCES AND POWER 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 


Raleigh, N. C. 


The special subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, in the board room, 
State Agriculture Building, Raleigh, N. C., at 10:05 a. m., Hon. Rob- 
ert E. Jones, Jr. (chairman of the special subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Jones and Lipscomb. 

Also present: William C. Wise, staff director; William L. Sturde- 
vant, staff member; and Robert Morris. 

Mr. Jones. The subcommittee will come to order. 

My name is Robert E. Jones, a Representative in Congress from 
Alabama, chairman of the subcommittee. 

My associate on my left is Mr. Glen Lipscomb, a Member of the 
House of Representatives of the United States from the State of Cali- 
fornia. 

We are expecting two other associate members of the committee to 
be with us either late this afternoon or tomorrow. 

This is the second hearing held by the Special Subcommittee on 
Water Resources and Power of the House Committee on Government 
Operations. We have before us the five-volume report of the Hoover 
Commission and its Task Force on Water Resources and Power, cover- 
ing navigation, flood control, reclamation, hydroelectric power, water 
supply, stream pollution, and associated water-resource problems and 
programs. 

The purpose of this hearing is to seek out opinions and comment on 
the Commission and task force recommendations. In announcing this 
hearing on September 20, I said—and I repeat now: 

North Carolina’s interest in flood control has increased since the recent hur- 
ricane caused serious flooding. We will wish to find out whether the Hoover 
Commission recommendations would bring about the necessary protection. 
Also, North Carolina is a seaport State, and it has many miles of the inland 
waterways flowing through its territory. We will get opinions on the Hoover 
Commission’s recommendation to impose toll charges on the waterways and har- 
bor projects, 

Among other things, this subcommittee is interested in getting the 
complete and detailed story of the damage done in this area by the 
recent floods. We wish to know what plans have been formulated 
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to prevent floods in this region, and whether there are any changes 
in these plans as a result of the floods. We wish to know how the 
I1oover recommendations would affect plans for adequate flood pro- 
tection and for the solution of other problems concerning water supply, 
navigation, hydroelectric power, stream pollution, and similar mat- 
ters. 

The Hoover Commission and its Task Force on Water Resources 
and Power recommend a drastically reduced Federal role in the de- 
velopment of the Nation’s water resources. This role began some 130 
years ago, when the Federal Government first exercised its respon- 
sibility for navigation on the country’s rivers. ‘Then in successively 
later years came Federal activ ity in flood control, electric power gen- 
eration and distribution, irrigation and reclamation, pollution abate- 
ment and water supply. Much of the economic, industrial, and so- 
cial progress of the United States has its roots in the F ederal Gov- 
ernment’s development of water resources for the general welfare. 
‘The Hoover Commission would minimize and in some cases cancel out 
Federal participation in these development programs. 

(Juestion has been raised as to whether the task-force report as well 
as the full Commission report is before this subcommittee. There can 
be no serious question that this is the fact. he task-force report, 
consisting of 3 volumes totaling some 1,800 pages, was formally trans- 
mitted to Congress by Mr. Hoover on June 15, 1955 5, 12 days ahead 
of the full Commission report. Although Mr. Hoover attempts to en- 
ter a disclaimer at one point, the fact is that one cannot read the Com- 
mission report without reading the task-force report. Otherwise, 
whole sections of the Commission report are meaningless. The Com- 
mission report refers to the task-force report on no less than 43 oc- 

casions, over half of these references being in favorable terms. More- 
over, Mr. Hoover refers in his letter of transmittal to the “exhaustive 
investigation” conducted by the “able task force” headed by Adm. 
Ben Moreell. The Hoover Commission report and the task-force 
report are inseparable and are so considered by this subcommittee. 

The task force recommends certain criteria for determining the 
economic justification of proposed proje cts that are considerably more 
stringent than present requirements. They apply to all Federal water- 
resource programs. They are found on pages 104-110 of the task- 
force report, volume I. 

The task-force recommendations on flood control are found on pages 
99, 100, and 101 of volume I of the task-force report. Generally, they 
recommend that local or State governments be responsible for flood- 
control projects on local and intrastate streams; that if Federal par- 
ticipation is necessary it be done only on the basis of 50 percent cost- 
sharing by “clearly identifiable non-F ederal beneficiaries”; and that 
even in the case of Federal participation in the construction of a proj- 
ect, the operation and maintenance costs should be paid by non-Fed- 
eral interests. The task force also recommends that headw ater dam 
building under the program of the Soil Conservation Service be trans- 
ferred to the United States Army Corps of Engineers. This latter 
recommendation is embraced by the full Commission as its recom- 
mendation No. 6, found on page 71 of volume I of the Commission 
report. 

On navigation, the task force and the full Commission recommend, 
among other things, the imposition of user charges on the inland 
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Seaman The full Commission also recommends (recommenda- 
tion No. 7, p. 83, vol. I) that all projects declared obsolete or unsound 
by the ( shief of Engineers should be removed from congressional au- 
thorizations. The task force has certain other rec -ommendations, 
found on pages 101-103 of volume I. 

Another recommendation of more than passing interest to this 
region is the one on pollution abatement. The task force recommends 
(p. 103, vol. I) that Congress continue the present Federal activities 
in this field but exclude the assumption of financial responsibility for 
building abatement facilities. 

This subcommittee is also, of course, receptive to testimony on the 
recommendations on hydroelectric power and reclamation, which are 
of an extremely far-reaching character. 

We cannot be with you longer than 2 days and we have a host of 
witnesses listed. I am informed by the clerk that we have still others 
who, at a late hour, have made known their wish to appear before 
the committe. We will move as rapidly and as expeditiously as we 
possibly can. If you have a prepared statement and you can sum- 
marize that prepared statement and bring out the pertinent points, 
that would save considerable time. 

Mr. Lipscomb ? 

Mr. Lirscoms. Mr. Chairman, concerning this statement that you 
just read, is that a statement of the subcommittee or your own personal 
statement ? 

Mr. Jones. That is my statement as chairman of the subcommittee. 

Mr. Liescoms. I wanted to point that out, because on the second 
page of your statement you say, “The Hoover Commission report and 
the task-force report are inseparable and are so considered by this 
subcommittee.” 

I would like to point out, Mr. Chairman, as I stated at the Pennsyl- 
vania hearing, that I believe the responsibility of this subeommittee is 
to look into only the recommendations made by the Hoover Commis- 
sion. I would like to reread the statement that you made in Pennsyl- 
Vania, when you said: 

The Special Subconnnittee on Water Resources and Power meeting here 
meaning Pennsylvania— 
today and tomorrow, has been given by Chairman Dawson of the full committee 
the single responsibility of studying and reporting on the Hoover Report on 
Water Resources and Power 

Further I would like to read another sentence on roman page X 
of the Hoover Commission report, in which Mr. Hoover in his state- 
ment says of the Commission : 

It has committed itself only in respect to the recommendations it makes in this 
report. 

Meaning there the Hoover Commission report itself. 

I believe that the Hoover Commission in functioning was just as 
free to disregard the task-force reports as this particular subcommittee 
is free to disregard the investigations and the recommendations of our 
particular staff. In going over the report I feel the only things that 
are of consequence to this subcommittee are the Hoover Commission 
report recommendations. 

I would also just like to clarify in my mind, and perhaps in the 
minds of the witnesses, one thing. I would like to know for what pur- 
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pose and why—besides the laudable reason of learning with interest 
about the problems in North Carolina—why “this subcommittee is 
interested in getting the complete and detailed story of the damage 
done in this area by the recent floods.” 

Mr. Jones. Of course, Mr. Lipscomb, your latter inquiry as to what 
business it is of this committee to concern itself with flood conditions 
that existed as a result of the recent flood, requires me to say that to 
bring about any orderly analysis of a project and the Federal responsi- 
bility therein, you have to analyze the proposals for dealing with that 
flood to ascertain whether or not there is a Federal responsibility in- 
volved in seeing that there is not a recurrence or that there is remedial 
work done in the area where the flood occurred. We might have a sit- 
uation that will require an analysis of the Corps of Engeneers’ projects 
and projects that are to be undertaken by the State in their relation- 
ship to Federal properties on which we have authorized projects, and 
see how the flood conditions would affect them. Therefore it would 
be impossible for us to take up the task force report with any meaning 
to the people of the State of North Carolina unless we scrutinize and 
analyze the flood conditions that existed here at that time; not for the 
purpose of ascertaining whether they possess merit in the future 
authorization of projects by the various agencies involved, but to see 
whether or not the policy of the Federal Government and that recom- 
mended by the Hoover Commission is suflicient to meet the needs 
required by Federal responsibility in the State of North Carolina. 

Of course, you have to bring into play a discussion of the proposed 
peaects and the projects that are underway and the projects that have 

een completed. 

Mr. Lipscoms. My second question, Mr. Chairman, is why this sub- 
committee wishes “to know what plans have been formulated to pre- 
vent floods in this region, and whether there are any changes in these 
plans as a result of the flood. 

Mr. Jones. Yes. For the same reason you have to go into any new 
plans to ascertain their relationship to Federal responsibility. 

Mr. Lrescoms. I feel it should be made clear to the witnesses that 
this subcommittee has no jurisdiction over recommending or propos- 
ing authorizations or appropriations for flood control public works 
projects, or going to the Appropriations Committee with their prob- 
lems, and that the subcommittee is properly concerned with nothing 
other than the Hoover Commission recommendations. Is that right? 

Mr. Jones. That is correct, except it needs a little bit more explana- 
tion. This is not an authorizing committee. We will make the 
report to the Committee on Government Operations as to how the 
water resource policies as practiced by the Federal Government in the 
past compare in satisfying the needs of the people with the recom- 
mendations made by the Hoover Commission and the task force re- 
port. Certainly we will not advise the Committee on Appropriations 
that we expect them to take certain action as a result of our study, 
but I do hope the Congress will take judicial notice of what we have 
done and what we do report in order to be informed as to what the 
people think with respect to the Hoover Commission report and their 
future welfare as far as water resource problems are concerned. 

Mr. Liescoms. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. I think your point is well taken that we are not a legis- 
lative committee in the sense that we will make certain recommenda- 
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tions to any committee on individual projects; but we will base our 
study on Federal policy. 

-Mr. Lirescoms. Frank you. 

Mr. Jones. Our first witness today is His Excellency the Governor 
of the State of North Carolina, Luther Hodges. 

Governor, on behalf of the committee and its staff and myself, I 
want to express to you our great appreciation for your hospitality 
and your very cordial reception that your secretary ae accorded us. 
We have looked forward with a great deal of interest to coming to 
North Carolina. You will recall North Carolina has been the leader 
and the State that has led the Nation in the development and practice 
of soil conservation. It was the great Dr. Hugh Bennett who spent 
a lifetime in talking and working for soil conservation and his influence 
was felt throughout the country. 

We are delighted to be here and welcome this opportunity to hear 
from you. You may proceed, Governor. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LUTHER H. HODGES, GOVERNOR, STATE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Governor Honcrs. Thank you, Chairman Jones, Mr. Lipscomb, and 
gentlemen. 

Before I start into my formal remarks let me say that they were so 
recently revised that it will be 2 or 3 hours before we will have copies 
available, but we will have them over here. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to express my appreciation to you 
members of this subcommittee for the opportunity you are affording 
citizens of this area to express themselves with reference to the prob- 
lems attendant to the conservation, development, and control of our 
water resources. I sincerely hope that out of your hearings will come 
ideas and plans which will be of value. 

It is my understanding that this hearing is being held for the pur- 
pose of determining (1) what water problems we have in this area; 
(2) what we are doing to solve these problems; and (3) what we be- 
lieve would be a proper policy for the Federal Government to take 
with respect to its participation in handling these problems. In con- 
nection with the question of what should be the Federal policy on these 
matters, it is my impression that you are interested in securing our 
reaction to the recommendations made on the subject by the Commis- 
sion on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government, 
otherwise known as the Hoover Commission. 

Because of the short notice afforded us, our State agencies have 
not been able to devote as much time to preparing material for your 
consideration as we would have liked. In fact, I am somewhat at 
a loss to understand just why we were unable to have more notice of 
this hearing, as I believe we could have helped you more had we had 
adequate time. Representatives of some of our State agencies are 
here to testify, and the material compiled by these agencies will be 
submitted to you to become a part of the record of this hearing. You 
will find that for the most part the various agencies approach water 
problems with only their own particular programs in mind and gen- 
erally do not concern themselves with the overall picture. 

This approach often results in conflicting reactions to specific pro- 
posals made in this area. One of the principal factors in support 
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of legislation which created our North Carolina State Board of Water 
Commissioners was a recognition of this tendency of individual agen- 
cies to limit their consideration to their individual problems with the 
result that their efforts are generally uncoordinated, and result in 
considerable wasted motion. The State board of water commissioners 
was created principally to try to correlate the programs of the differ- 
ent agencies in order that all of them may work together in a coordi- 
nated effort to accomplish a common goal. As Governor, my own 
position on all water problems must be one which takes into account the 
entire picture, and thus my statements must of necessity be rather 
general in nature, leaving the details to be supplied by the various 
agencies. 

Turning to the first item in which I believe you are interested, i. e., 
what are the water problems in this area, I believe I can safely say 
that they are essentially the same as in other parts of the United 
States, although the acuteness of some of them at this particular time 
may be more or less than in other areas of the Nation. For instance, 
i am sure our water disaster problems are at this time greater than 
those of any other State. However, with the exception of the power 
controversy involving Kerr Dam power, I seriously doubt that North 
Carolina has public power problems anything like as serious as those 
in some other States. 

In this connection, our State rural electrification authority has 
been able to secure power benefits for our rural population to a highly 
successful degree, and I understand that approximately 90 percent 
of the power involved in this excellent program has been secured from 
private utilities functioning under the supervision of our State utili- 
ties commission. 

Ordinarily North Carolina is blessed with sufficient rainfall to fur- 
nish an adequate supply of water. However, during the last few 
years we have had serious droughts causing the people of our State 
to realize that the proper conser rvation and use of our water supply 
is of primary importance. Water problems in this State include 
not. only those growing out of droughts but also cover the fields of 
iavigation, flood control, irrigation, drainage, stream pollution, soil 
conservation through w atershed protection, and beach erosion. Added 
to all of these is concern for the preservation of wildlife and the 
development of recreational facilities. Our greatest concern right 
at this moment Is, of course, for the relief of those persons who have 
been the victims of the series of hurricanes which have caused severe 
damage in the eastern part of our State. Gen. Edward Griffin, the 
head of our civil-defense agency, will have material for you dealing 
with these losses. 

I woudd like now to review briefly some of the things that North 

Carolina has done in the field of control and development of water 
resources. 

Prior to World War II, North Carolina had, with the gratefully 
acknowledged help of the Federal Government, made substantial 
progress toward the construction of an excellent system of intercon- 
nected navigable channels, including rivers, harbors, sounds, and the 
Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. ‘Because of the requirements of 
national defense, the Congress appropriated only small amounts of 
money for navigation projects in the North Carolina for the fiscal 
years 1950-54, inclusive. ‘The appropriation for navigation work in 
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the State for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, was only in the 
amount of $185,000. Having become alarmed by the lack of progress 
toward adequate development of its waterways, the State sent a large 
delegation to the 42d National Convention of the National Rivers and 

Harbors Congress. This delegation, ably assisted by the North Caro- 
lina congressional delegation, had its efforts rewarded by appropria- 
tions for construction of 6 navigation projects during the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1956, in the amount of $1,097,000. “Appropriations 
in the amount of $5,874,000 for 14 authorized navigation projects are 
urgently needed. 

Excleding the John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir in Virginia, 
which provides flood protection for North Carolina residents in the 
lower Roanoke River Valley, only 2 flood-control projects in North 
Carolina have been accomplished, comprising the clearing and snag- 
ging of the natural channel of the Tar River between Tarboro and 
Rocky Mount at a Federal cost of about $81,300, and a cutoff channel 
across 2 adjoining bends in the Neuse River near Goldsboro, with a 
check-dam across the bottom of the cutoff to force the low flow through 
the natural channel, at a cost to the Federal Government of about 
$50,500. Construction of the authorized flood-control dams on the 
Yadkin and Reddies Rivers should be initiated at the earliest practi- 

cable date. The survey of the Cape Fear River Basin, presently in 
progress, should be completed as soon as possible, and a survey of the 
entire Neuse River Basin should be initiated at the earliest practicable 
date. Floods in eastern North Carolina during the 6 weeks ending 
September 20, 1955, caused enormous damages to agricultural lands. 

Water supplies in a large number of municipalities in the Piedmont 
Plateau region of North Carolina were drastically reduced during the 
droughts of 1952, 1953, and 1954. Thanks to the prompt and efficient 
assistance of the regional office of the Federal Civil Defense Adminis- 
tr ation, sufficient pipes and pumps were obtained to help us meet our 
major emergencies in dwindling water supplies. Emergency pipe- 
lines were laid to areas from which water could be spared ; emergency 
portable filters were obtained and operated in the areas of water short- 
ages; and temporary municipal ordinances prohibited the use of water 
except for human consumption, sanitation, and protection of life and 
property. This was an outstanding example of Federal, State, and 
municipal teamwork to meet a specific threat to the welfare of our 
people. This Piedmont section still has a water problem. 

An advisory water resources committee, appointed by my prede- 
cessor, Governor William B. Umstead, studied proposed water legisla- 
tion for about 12 months preceding the opening of the 1955 session of 
the North Carolina General Assembly. There was adopted, during 
this session, aa creating a Board of Water Commissioners of 
the State of North Carolina. As previously mentioned, the purpose 
of this agency is primarily to promote a coordinated water program 
by assembling and correlating all of the data having to do with water 
resources that has been prep: ared by the numerous agencies operating 
in this area, and by developing a program of planning and edue ation 
on the subject including recommendations for necessary legislation. 
The board also has certain powers which may be exercised in the event 
of water emergencies. Members of the board have recently been ap- 
pointed and have held their organizational meeting. The board is now 
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in the process of obtaining the necessary personnel for its activities and 
of establishing its office. 

The 1951 session of the general assembly adopted legislation, re- 
qarne that any person utilizing surface waters of North Carolina 

or irrigation shall, prior to such utilization, apply to the director of 
the department of conservation and development for a permit for 
such use. The director is authorized to examine the plan of irriga- 
tion as to safety and public interest, to approve plans and specifica- 
tions, and to issue permits. The director has issued approximately 
680 permits to use surface water for irrigation during the past 14 
months. The number of acres of tobacco irrigated in North Carolina 
increased from 500 acres in 1951 to 6,000 acres in 1954. It is believed 
that future water shortages and the realization that irrigation in- 
creases both the quantity and quality of crops will cause further 
increases in the amount of water used for irrigation in North 
Carolina. 

Drainage districts established in accordance with the provisions of 
the State law have caused the reclamation and use for agriculture of 
many thousands of acres in North Carolina, mostly in the Coastal 
Plain region of the State. 

The State stream sanitation committee, established in the State 
board of health by legislation adopted by the 1951 session of the 
general assembly, has made substantial progress toward abatement 
of pollution in the streams of the State. The law declares that the 
government of the State shall assume responsibility for the quality 
of its water resources, charged the State stream sanitation committee 
with responsibility for such quality and authorized the committee to 
establish methods designed to protect the water requirements for 
health, recreation, fishing, agriculture, industry, and animal life. 
The committee is directed and empowered by law (1) to develop a 
series of classifications and the standards applicable to each such 
classification, which will be appropriate for the purpose of classifying 
each of the waters of the State in such a way as to promote the policy 
and purposes of the law most effectively; (2) to survey all the waters 
of the State and to identify separately all such waters as the com- 
mittee believes ought to be classified separately in order to promote 
the policy and purposes of the law; and (3) to assign to each iden- 
tified water such classifications as the committee deems proper in 
order to promote the policy and purposes of the law most effectively. 
A schedule of classifications assigned to the Yadkin River Basin be- 
came effective on April 6, 1955, public hearings regarding classifica- 
tions proposed to be assigned to the Whiteoak River Basin have been 
held, and stream sampling programs and field and laboratory studies, 
pertaining to five other river basins, have been in progress during 
1953, 1954, and 1955. 

I might add here that during 1954 North Carolina began prepara- 
tion oF a complete general inventory of its water resources which 


will cover all 11 river basins of the State. 

The 1937 session of the General Assembly of North Carolina de- 
clared the policy of the legislature to preserve natural resources, 
including water resources; established a State soil conservation com- 
mittee; created soil conservation districts; and set forth the powers 
of the committee and of the districts. The State conservationist, Soil 
Conservation Service, is a member of the committee. Under the direc- 
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tion and guidance of the State conservationist, an extensive program 
of soil conservation practice has been established throughout the 
State, and many valuable conservation practices have been accom- 
plished. The State conservationist has been effective in connection 
with action under the provisions of the Hope-Aiken legislation, 
adopted in 1953, and Public Law 566, 83d Congress, 2d session. Sev- 
eral applications for Federal assistance in connection with Neuse 
River Basin projects, and three applications for Federal assistance in 
connection with Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin projects under the 
provisions of Public Law 566, are being processed. The Abbotts 
Creek Watershed project in the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin has 
been approved for planning assistance by the Administrator of the 
Soil Conservation Service. 

The State director of civil defense, assisted by a water resources 
engineer of the department of conservation and development and an 
auditor of the State budget bureau, has been working continuously 
since November 1, 1954, in assisting local governments in clearing 
debris and wreckage, making temporary repairs to municipal utili- 
ties, and providing protection of life and property by construction of 
dunes and sand fences under the provisions of Public Law 875 in con- 
nection with damages caused by Hurricanes Hazel, Connie, Diane, 
and Ione. Considerable progress toward restoration of normal con- 
ditions on the North Carolina coast has been, and is being made. The 
material to be submitted by General Griffin will go into this phase 
more completely. 

And now we come to the question of what we believe should be a 
proper policy for the Federal Government to take with respect to 
participation in handling water problems. My only comment here is 
that any policy established by the Federal Government should not re- 
sult in set and inflexible standards and criteria being allowed to rule 
out a proposed project without regard to need, local ability, and other 
surrounding circumstances. It seems to me that plain commonsense 
would dictate that each proposed project in whatever area of water 
problems the project may arise should be considered on its individual 
merits. 

As to the specific recommendations made by the Hoover Commis- 
sion, representatives of the various State agencies will give you their 
position with respect to these. I would like to raise this one thought 
concerning the report of the Hoover Commission: I note that in the 
dissent of Commissioner Holifield it is asserted that the Commission’s 
task force carried on its investigations with the end of gathering data 
to support a predetermined viewpoint with respect to Federal policy 
on water problems. It is also asserted that the task force, in an effort 
to support its viewpoint, placed before the Commission data which 
contained misleading statistics and distorted facts. If—and I em- 
phasize the word “if”—the analysis made by Commissioner Holified 
is accurate and the assertions made concerning the work of the task 
fore are true, it seems to me that somebody should be reprimanded 
for attempting to mislead, under the guise of an objective study, the 
Congress of the United States with respect to these matters. I am 
without facilities to determine the accuracy of Commissioner Holi- 
field’s analysis, but your committee and the Congress are not without 
such facilities, and in my opjnion an effort should be made to determine 
the truth of the matter. 
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In conclusion I would like to say something which I believe all who 
come before this committee here or elsewhere should keep in mind. 
Whatever is sought to be accomplished with respect to these water 
prolbems that are so vital to our State and Nation should be sought 
insofar as possible on a nonpartisan and objective basis. In a matter 
of such importance to all of us, it does not become any of us to take a 
selfish approach to these problems by trying to turn the activities of the 
Federal and State Governments to our personal ends. The problems 
should be considered always with the interest of the Nation at heart 
and the interest of each State and area insofar as it fits in with the 
Nation’s interests. 

Thank you again for this opportunity to appear before your 
committee. 

Mr. Jones. Governor, it is good to have you. I would like to say 
this: I understand that the Southern Governors Conference is to be 
held shortly ? 

Governor Hopees. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Jones. For their information I would like to send your state- 
ment to the other governors attending that conference, for I know that 
North Carolina is doing a great deal in the field of water resources 
and certainly they should welcome the opportunity of knowing what 
you are doing so they will not be feghnctad in other States. 

It seems to me that the water problems we face in this country are 
always dealt with too late and not in time. We see the distress which 
is brought about by improper management and improper treatment, 
and then we rush to make huge and extraordinary expenditures in 
order to correct the situgtion. 

Governor Hopers. I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman. We will fur- 
nish you copies. 

Mr. Jones. And I assure you of another thing. We are seeking here 
to make the inquiry that you have invited us to make, as to the truth 
and validity not only of what the Hoover Commission’s report itself 
contains, but as to the views of all those who dissented in that report. 

Now, Mr. Lipscomb ? 

Mr. Lipscoms. Governor, I would like to compliment you on the 
statement you made, I thought it was an excellent statement. 

Governor Hopegrs. Thank you. 

Mr. Lirscoms. I would also like to commend you and the State of 
North Carolina on bringing into being your State board of water com- 
missioners. ‘The State assumed, in my opinion the proper responsi- 
bility and is discharging its responsibility in the right fashion and in 
the right manner. 

You mentioned Congressman Chet Holifield’s dissent. Chet Holi- 
field was 1 of 12, I believe, on the Hoover Commission. He is the 
only 1 of the 12 members of the Hoover Commission who wrote such 
a dissent. There were others on the Commission like Senator Me- 
Clellan and the other members, who are Mr. James A. Farley, and Mr. 
Herbert Brownell. Jr... Mr. Arthur S. Flemming, and so on. However. 
Mr. Holifield was the only one who wrote such a dissent. 

I note your comments, and I think this should be looked into all 
right, but I have not the same opinion at the present time. 

Asa member of the committee I would like to apologize for the pres- 
sure that was put on you to obtain all of the information you had to 
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get. I too wish you had had more time in obtaining all of the facts 


you needed. 

Again I would like to say you made a very fine statement. 

Mr. Jones. Without objection, I would like to have in the record 
immediately following the Governor’s statement a copy of the State 
statutes creating the North Carolina Board of Water Commissioners. 

(The statute referred to is as follows:) 

Session 1955. H. B. No. 962 


Introduced by Representatives Blue, Etheridge, Harris of Stanly, et al. Referred 
to Committee on Conservation and Development 


A BILL To be entitiled “An Act to provide for a Board of Water Commissioners of 
North Carolina to carry on a program of conservation and education in the use of 
water ; and to provide for the allocation of water under certain emergency conditions” 


The General Assembly of North Carolina do enact: 

Section 1. Declaration of policy.—It is hereby declared that the general 
welfare required that the water resources of the State be put to beneficial use 
to the fullest extent of which they are capable, and that the waste or unreason- 
able use or unreasonable method of use of water be prevented, and that the con- 
servation of such water be exercised with the view to the reasonable and bene- 
ficial use thereof in the public interest. 

Sec. 2. Purpose of Act.—The purpose of this Act is to provide a State agency to 
study and gather information concerning the State’s water resources; to devise 
plans for the most beneficial long-range conservation and use of said water re- 
sources; to make public information concerning the same; and to prepare and 
submit to the Government and the General Assembly recommendations for the 
improvements in methods of conserving and using said water resources. It 
is the further purpose of this Act to provide that the aforementioned State 
agency shall, during periods of water emergency as found to exist pursuant to 
the provisions of this Act, have sufficient authority to take steps as hereinafter set 
forth to meet such emergency to the end that the harmful effects of the emergency 
shall be reasonably minimized. 

Sec. 3. Definitions —When used in this Act the following words shall have the 
following respective meanings: 

(a) “Person” shall mean any and all persons, including individuals, firms, 
partnerships, associations, public or private institutions, municipalities or political 
subdivisions, governmental agencies, or private or public corporations organized 
or existing under the laws of this State or any other State or county. 

(b) “Board”, as the term is used in this Act, shall mean the Board of Water 
Commissioners of North Carolina. 

Sec. 4. Act to be administered by Board of Water Commissioners; com- 
position of Board.—For the administration of this Act, there is hereby created 
a Board of Water Commissioners of the State of North Carolina to consist of 
7 members to be appointed by the Governor, at least 1 of whom shall represent 
the interests of agriculture, at least 1 of whom shall represent the interest of 
power industry, and at least 1 of whom shall represent the interest of other 
industry, and at least 1 of whom shall represent the interests of municipalities. 
Of the members of the Board initially appointed by the Governor, 2 shall serve 
for terms of 2 years each, 2 shall serve for terms of 4 years each, and 3 shall 
serve for terms of 6 years each. Thereafter, all appointments shall be for 
terms of 6 years. The Governor shall designate a chairman from among the 
membership of the Board and shall, by appointment, fill all vacancies occurring 
by reason of death, resignation, or other cause. 

The following persons shall serve as members of an advisory committee which 
shall act in an advisory capacity to the Board: The Commissioner of Agricul- 
ture, the Director of the Agricultural Extension Service, the Director of the De- 
partment of Conservation and Development, the State Soil Conservationist, the 
Secretary of the State Board of Health, the Director of the State Recreation 
Commission, the Executive Secretary of the Stream Sanitation Committee, and 
the Executive Director of the Wildlife Resources Commission. The Governor 
shall appoint as members of the advisory committee 3 Members of the House 
of Representatives and 2 Members of the Senate of the General Assembly. 1 
member of the advisory committee who shall represent industry, 1 member who 
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shall represent the electric power industry and 1 member who shall represent 
municipalities. The members of the advisory committee so appointed by the 
Governor shall serve for terms of 2 years beginning July 1, 1955. 

The Governor shall designate a chairman among the membership of the 
advisory committee and shall, by appointment, fill all vacancies occurring by 
reason of death, resignation, or otherwise. The advisory committee shall meet 
upon the call of the Chairman of the Board or the chairman of the advisory 
committee and shall consider such matters as are brought to its attention. The 
members of the advisory committee shall, during the performance of their duties, 
receive regular State travel expenses. 

Sec. 5. Compensation of Board members.—Each member of the Board, while 
in the performance of the duties for which appointed, shall receive for his 
services $7 per day and regular State travel expenses. 

Sec. 6. Organization of Board.—The Governor shall call an organizational 
meeting of the Board within thirty days after appointment of the members. At 
such first meeting and annually thereafter, the Board shall elect one of its mem- 
bers to serve as secretary. 

Sec. 7. Ordinary powers and duties of the Board.—Except as otherwise speci- 
fied in this Act, the powers and duties of the Board shall be as follows: 

(a) The Board shall carry out a program of planning, research, and educa- 
tion concerning the most beneficial long-range conservation and use of the water 
resources of the State. 

(b) A general inventory of water resources of the State shall be maintained 
by the Board. The Governor may direct any other State agency having infor- 
mation concerning the water resources of the State to make this information 
available to the Board in order to assist it in maintaining this inventory. 

(c) The Board, based on information available, shall notify any municipality 
or other governmental unit of potential water shortages or emergencies foreseen 
by the Board affecting the water supply of such municipality or unit together 
with the Board’s recommendations for restricting and conserving the use of water 
or increasing the water supply by or in such municipality or unit. Failure 
reasonably to follow such recommendations shall make such municipality or 
other governmental unit ineligible to receive any emergency diversion of waters 
authorized by section 9 of this Act. 

(d) The Board is authorized, subject to the State Personnel Act and the 
Executive Budget Act, to employ a full-time executive secretary and such other 
personnel as may be necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

(e) The executive secretary shall serve as administrative officer of the Board 
and shall exercise such administrative powers as are delegated to him by the 
Board. He shall serve at the pleasure of the Board. 

(f) The Board is authorized to call upon the Attorney General for such legal 
advice as is necessary to the functioning of the Board. 

(g) Recognizing the complexity and difficulties attendant upon the recom- 
mendation to the General Assembly of fair and beneficial legislation affecting the 
use and conservation of water, the Board shall solicit from the various water 
interests of the State their suggestions thereon. 

(h) The Board may hold public hearings for the purpose of obtaining evi- 
dence and information and permitting diseussion relative to water resources 
legislation and shall have the power to subpena witnesses therefor. 

(i) All recommendations for proposed legislation made by the Board shall 
be available to the public. 

(j) The Board shall file with the Governor and the General Ass-mbly a 
biennial report in which its activities for the preceding two year: shal. be sum- 
marized and which shall contain recommendations for the impvove...ent and 
methods of conserving and using the State’s water resources. 

(k) The Board shall adopt such rules and regulations as may be necessary 
to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

(1) Any member of the Board or any person authorized by it, shall have the 
right to enter upon any private or public lands or waters for the purpose of 
making investigations and studies reasonably necessary in the gathering of 
facts concerning streams and watersheds, subject to responsibility for any 
damage done to property entered. 

Sec. 8. Declaration of water emergency. Upon the request of the governing 
body of a county, city, or town the Board shall conduct an investigation to de- 
termine whether the needs of human consumption, necessary sanitation, and 
public safety require emergency action under section 9 of this Act. Upon 
making such determination, the Board shall conduct a public hearing on the 












it 


ew es oO .~@ 


S 


2" acheter teclisias 


nase: anldrttatals i en 


alibi 


= ee ean mR 





ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 307 


question of the source of relief water after three days written notice of such 
hearing has been given to any persons having the right to the immediate use 
of water at the point from which such water is proposed to be diverted. After 
determining the sources of such relief water, the Board shall then notify the 
Governor and he shall have the authority to declare a water emergency in an 
area including said county, city, or town and the source or sources of water 
available for the relief hereinafter provided: Provided, however, That no emer- 
gency period shall exceed thirty days; but the Governor may declare any number 
of successive emergencies upon request of the Board. 

Sec. 9. Water emergency powers and duties of the Board.— Whenever, pursuant 
to this Act, the Governor has declared the existence of a water emergency within 
a particular area of the State, the Board shall have the following duties and 
powers to be exercised only within said area and only during such time as the 
Governor has, pursuant to this Act, designated as the period of emergency : 

(a) To authorize any county, city, or town in which an emergency has been 
declured to divert all or any part of the water in the emergency area to take care 
of the needs of human consumption, necessary sanitation, and public safety: 
Provided, however, That there shall be no diversion of waters from any stream or 
body of water pursuant to this Act unless the person controlling the water or 
sewerage system into which such waters are diverted shall first have limited and 
restricted the use of water in such water or sewerage system to human consump- 
tion, necessary sanitation and public safety and shall have effectively enforced 
such restrictions. Diversion of waters shall cease upon the termination of the 
water emergency or upor the finding of the Board that the person controlling 
the water or sewerage system using diverted waters has failed to enforce effec- 
tively the restrictions on use to human consumption and necessary sanitation 
and public safety. 

In the event waters are diverted pursuant to this Act, there shall be no diver- 
sion to the same person in any subsequent year unless the Board finds as fact 
from evidence presented that the person controlling the water or sewerage system 
has made reasonable plans and acted with due dfligence pursuant thereto to 
eliminate future emergencies by adequately enlarging such person's own water 
supply. 

(b) To make such reasonable rules and regulations governing the conservation 
and use of diverted waters within the emergency area as shall be necessary for 
the health and safety of the persons who reside within the emergency area ; and 
the violation of such rules and regulations during the period of the emergency 
shall constitute a misdemeanor punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000 or 
imprisonment for not more than one year or both within the discretion of the 
court: Provided, however, That before such rules and regulations shall become 
effective, they shall be published in not less than two consecutive issues of not less 
than one newspaper generally circulated in the emergency area. 

Sec. 10. Temporary rights-of-way.—When any diversion of waters is ordered by 
the Board pursuant to section 9 of this Act, the person controlling the water or 
sewerage system into which such waters are diverted is hereby empowered to lay 
necessary temporary water lines for the period of such emergency across, under, 
or above any and all properties to connect the emergency water supply to an 
intake of said water or sewerage system. The route of such water lines shall be 
prescribed by the Board. | 

Sec. 11. Compensation for water allocated during water emergency and tempo- 
rary rights-of-way.—Whenever the Board, pursuant to section 9 (a) of this Act 
has ordered any diversion of waters, the person controlling the waters or sewer- 
age system into which such waters are diverted shall be liable to all persons. 
suffering any loss or damage caused by or resulting from the diversion of such 
waters or caused by or resulting from the laying of temporary water lines to 
effectuate such diversion. The Board, before ordering such diversion, shall 
require that the person against whom liability attached hereunder to post bond 
with a surety approved by the Board in an amount determined by the Board 
and conditioned upon the payment of such loss or damage. 

Sec. 12. Cooperation of State agencies and officials—The Governor may direct 
the cooperation and assistance of all State agencies and officials for the purpose 
of enforcing and carrying out the intent, purpose and policies of this Act and the 
rules and regulations made by the Board pursuant to this Act. 

Sec. 13. All laws and clauses of laws in conflict with this Act are hereby 
repealed, 

Sec. 14. This Act shall be in full force and effect from and after its ratification. 
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Mr. Jones. Our next witness is Gen. E. F. Griffin, State director of 
civil defense for North Carolina. 

General, we are glad to have you today. I believe you testified in 
Washington not too long ago. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD F. GRIFFIN, STATE DIRECTOR OF CIVIL 
DEFENSE FOR NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Grirrin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonxs. I was a member of the committee that heard your testi- 
mony on that occasion. That was in June or July of this year. 

Mr. Grirrtn. Yes, sir. June, I believe. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Edward F. Griffin. My 
position is State director of civil defense. 

We have suffered, in North Carolina, during the past 11 months, 
4 very destructive hurricanes, as I am sure all of you gentlemen are 
acquainted with. These have brought untold damage to our State 
and our citizens. We have finally gotten the figures on our estimates 
of the Hazel damage, which occurred in our State on October 15. 
Those figures amount, Mr. Chairman, to $123,500,000 in damage which 
we sustained as a result of Hurricane Hazel last fall. 

The figures I am about to give you are purely estimate based on the 
information we have been able to receive up to this time. It will be 
several weeks before our department could get the figures showing the 
full impact on our State of these last three hurricanes. There are 
many hidden damages which will show up in months to come. In the 
storm area there are many drainage districts that suffered untold 
damages from debris being deposited in the canals and ditches; these 
drainage systems being the lifeline of our agriculture in many 
counties. 

There have been filed up to this time, with many more to come, 
more than 27,000 insurance claims. 

In 12 of our counties, we have had 45,328 acres of our croplands 
covered with salt water. In 31 of our counties, we have had 86,590 of 
our acres of cropland covered with fresh water. Our losses have been 
tremendous and aggravated from a drainage standpoint, due to the 
damage sustained by our drainage system as a result of Hurricane 
Hazel last fall. 

We had considerable damage done to the canals and rivers at that 
time, and a lot of our waterways in eastern North Carolina needed 
snagging and needed debris cleared from them. 

It is my firm opinion if we had had this taken care of before these 
last three storms we certainly would not have had the floodwaters we 
did have as a result of these storms. 

Our estimates—and they are estimates, may be heavy in spots; but I 
am sure that we will find that the *y are underestimated in other areas, 
and our losses will average out in the neighborhood of the figures 
which I am about to give you. 

We had in one community in our State 45 homes completely de- 
stroyed and all contents, of course. One hundred and seventy-five 
homes in this little city received major damage, and 850 homes re- 
ceived minor damage. Forty square blocks of this town of ours in 
vastern North Carolina were covered with water from several inches 
deep up to 10 feet deep. 
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As stated, it is my opinion that there are many unseen and undeter- 
minable damages to buildings at this time due to the high water which 
could set in a deterioration of houses at some future time. It is a 
fact that we all know that often repairs to buildings are much more 
expensive than the original work required. 

Mr. Chairman, as I say, these estimates are estimates, but I give 
them to you from the best information we have been able to obtain. 
We have obtained our estimates from personal inspection and inspec- 
tion of our engineers and the American Red Cross, as well as from the 
Farmers’ Home Administration and from our State department of 
agriculture, and many other sources. It is our estimate at this time 
that as a result of the damage sustained from Hurricanes Connie, 
Diane, and Ione, that our public utilities in North Carolina suffered a 
$2 million damage: 

Our North Carolina State-owned property, that is, our schools and 
other like institutions, suffered a $500,000 damage; 

Our North ¢ ‘arolina State highways and bridges, as a result of the 
high water, suffered $1.5 million in damages; 

Our farm crops and other agricultural losses, according to the best 
figures we were able to obtain, amount to $106,629,248. 

Then, as a result of these storms, we have had an invasion in the 
eastern part of North Carolina of mosquitoes. We have had calls 
from practically every community in eastern North Carolina to help 
them do something about draining off the stagnant water and getting 
rid of the mosquitoes. We have had some of those projects st arted 
under Public Law 875. It is our opinion that this mosquito project 
alone will cost in the neighborhood of $500,000. 

We have had contributed to the communities in eastern North Caro- 
lina by the State departments, services in the area which were required 
by other State departments, amounting to $565,982.96. 

We have had a private property damage, other than agricultural, of 
$49,520,000. 

I might say in one little town in the stricken area the private-prop- 
erty damage, in the best estimates we could get, amounted to $15 
million. 

We have had damage to public property, that is, streets and sewers 
and water systems, and so forth, within our counties and cities and 
towns in the area, amounting to $7,839,500; or, a total damage as a 
result of these last three storms, to North Carolina and its citizens, 
amounting to $169,054,730.96. 

I might say here, in my opinion and in the opinion of those to whom 
: have talked, that the greater part of this damage, Mr. Chairman, 

yas brought about through the floodwaters which covered eastern 
North Carolina. 

I will be glad to give you these statements and I will be glad to an- 
swer any question I can. 

I might say, as a result of Hurricane Hazel, under Public Law 875, 
and through the cooperation of the Federal Civil Defense Administra- 
tion, we went to eastern North Carolina, to our beach areas, and con- 
structed sand barriers or sand dunes if you please. We constructed 
more than 100 miles of those. The people in that area tell us that 
they saved them, in these three storms, untold damages. It held the 
water back until it lost some of its force and, thereby, these sand dunes, 
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so they tell us, along our coastal towns and cities, saved them millions 
of dollars in property losses. 

We certainly hope we will be able to put in some kind of system in 
eastern North Carolina along our beaches that would ‘protect a vital 
part of the economy of this State. 

Mr. Jones. General Griffin, in the task-force report on page 1261 
there is contained a recommendation that flood insurance become a 
part of the national policy to be capitalized with Federal funds. 

Mr. Grirrin. Yes, sir. 

I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, about that, that our Governor 
has time and again made that statement throughout our area that we 
must, in cooperation with the Federal Government, arrange somehow 
to have storm insurance that will take care of these areas throughout 
the United States, and not only North Carolina, when it is needed. 

Mr. Jones. I understand that the President himself has said that 
there is a need for flood insurance. I also understand that the Senate 
Committee on Banking and Currency is to hold hearings up in Con- 
necticut and the New England areas on the possibilities of flood in- 
surance becoming a part of the national policy. It is contemplated 
that it will be a private-enterprise operation, but it would be capital- 
ized through the assistance of the Federal Government to build up a 
reserve to where it will be a going concern. 

You would favor that recommendation of the task force, General? 

Mr. Grirrin. Mr. Chairman, I feel that that would be a fine thing 
for all of the United States. Ireally do. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Do you have any other specific recommendations that 
you would like to make in the light of the Commission’s report on 
water resources and power? 

Mr. Grirrin. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that I believe the 
Corps of Engineers should be given more funds to keep these streams 
open, which streams are so vital to the very existence, and which are 
the very lifelines of eastern North Carolina and the other eastern 
areas throughout the United States and, of course, the western areas. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think there has been too much Federal assistance 
in helping to combat the flood situation that exists in North Carolina? 

Mr. Grirrin. Too much Federal assistance ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Grirrin. No, sir. I do not. We could have used much more 
than we have had, of course. People are crying now for projects that 
we know we can’t approve under Public Law 875. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think there is a greater local responsibility and 
the Federal Government should vacate its longtime policy of assist- 
ing in the development of protective works and the building of dams 
and other remedial works which will cause an abatement in flood 
conditions ? 

Mr. Grirrin. Mr. Chairman, I believe I know you are doing some 
of it. I think there is need for a.great deal more. I really do. 
I was up at Hartford. The Governor sent me up there. I saw the 

eople in that area wake up to the thought that something had to be 
hems by the Federal Government to protect areas like we had there and 
like ours. I honestly believe there will be some legislation introduced 
in this coming session of Congress that will alleviate the situation 

we have in this State and which they have in the New England States. 
’ Mr. Jonxs. Thank you very much, General. 
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Mr. Lipscomb ? 

Mr. Lirscoms. General, in answering the chairman’s questions you 
were commenting on his questions and not on the Hoover Commission 
report, I take it? Those are the conclusions the chairman drew from 
the Hoover Commission report. 

Mr. Grirrin. I don’t know about that. I was trying to answer his 
questions. 

Mr. Lipscoms. General, I assume you are aware of Public Law 71 
that was passed by the 84th Congress, which authorizes the Corps of 
Engineers to make a survey of the coastal and tidal areas of the 
Eastern United States. 

Mr. Grirrin. Yes, sir. I am very familiar with that. The bad part 
about that law was that it was only a study and you didn’t get funds 
to do anything but study. 

Mr. Liescoms. Congress appropriated $1 million to make the study. 
Of course, you have to start some place. Is that not a good start? 

Mr. Grirrin. Well, it might be a good start but I expect the Corps 
of Engineers could have spent $10 million making studies if they made 
sufficient studies. A study is a longtime thing. As we all know, it 
takes time for the Corps of Engineers to go down and stake out an 
area and to put a tab on it. While we are doing that we have more 
storms. We want something more than studies. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you have any specific proposals as to what 
should be done? Has North Carolina made such a study, either 
through an authorization of the State legislature, or in any other way ¢ 

Mr. Grirrin. Well, we have certainly had some good conferences 
about it. We have not had any legislation that I recall we effected. 
We thought certainly with the Federal Government protecting its own 
coast line, not only here but in New England and in other places, that 
we should go into a matching-fund program to construct along the 
coastal areas of the country, not only on this side of the country, but 
on the Pacific side as well, such groins and bulwarks as may be neces- 
sary to protect this vital property which is a vital part of the land 
of our Government. 

Mr. Liescoms. But you do not have any recommendations as to 
whether they should build walls, dikes, dams, or what? 

Mr. Grirrin. I might say, sir, I am speaking now as a layman, of 
course. I am not an engineer. However, from my observation and 
my conferences with engineers and other people it would take groins 
in some places and seawalls in other places. It might take some 
other type of construction in other places. 

Mr. Lirscoms. You almost agree then that a study has to be made 
so as to know where to start your construction. 

Mr. Grirrin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lirscoms. So it is a good start we are making now ? 

Mr. Grirrin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Would you have any objection, General, to Congress 
authorizing the appropriation of money to bring the 308 reports up 
to date and make them current? Those are the reports that were 
made in the thirties in the form of surveys. 

Mr. Grirrin. They are now on file, as I understand it, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Grirrtx. You are asking me if I would have any objection to 
bringing them up to date? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Grirrix. I would certainly not. No, sir. I would certainly 
not. I think it would be a fine thing to give the Corps of Engineers 
a starting point to start something. That is what we want. 

Mr. Jones. General, thank you very much. 

You might supply for the record those other figures you referred 
to. Itis good to see you again, General. 

(The other figures referred to are as follows:) 

Public uilities, including power, telephone, telegraph, REA, and rail 


Pee oe ee See ee ae) Ln $2, 000, 000 
North Carolina State-owned property and equipment_____._________ 500, 000 
North Carolina State highways and bridges__._.._.____________-___ 1, 500, 000 
Crops and livestock damaged and destroyed__..._.________________ 92, 057, 048 
DEMmOee LO CroDlsnan Dy Ban. Water... nh ee ee 3, 163, 800 
Damage to farm buildings and machinery__________________________ 1, 408, 400 
Estimated damages to farm homes and contents__________-__-_--_-_-__ 10, 000, 000 
Estimated cost of mosquito-control and eradication program, made 

necessary as a result of the 3 hurricanes__._...__..__-_-._______ 500, 000 


Cost to North Carolina State departments and agencies in overtime and extra 
services rendered by said departments and agencies to the towns and counties 
in the disaster area 


The adjutant general department _._.............._......_..._._. $19, 072. 02 
eee DORN On meee Le. Se a i i ee 21, 912. 68 
Beate DemslG of Wal Wei ia hci ok es hc ticibccinticnibwnnes 4, 000. 00 
Department of conservation and development_______________---_-_---_ 1, 266. 00 
nai coeinicntehe eh aliments nis aime gaia mnaparer 400. 00 
Bla oe Ti MS EL ei 2 ae 4, 532. 26 
unpe mneere ene Oe i ua ey ea 14, 800. 00 

State highway and public-works commission services performed in 
RIO, SIs COEAOR GING IG a cilirinc scl cecg tins tenses neni mine eimsese 500, 000. 00 
Total contribution to disaster area by State departments______ 565, 982. 96 


HuRRICANE HAZEL, OcToBER 15, 1954 


The following is our best estimate of damages sustained in the State of North 
Carolina as a result of hurricane Hazel, which visited our State on October 15, 
1954. This report is compiled on information received from personal inspections 
and surveys, reports from local civil-defense authorities, from local city and 
county officials, from the American Red Cross, from the Farmers’ Home Adminis- 
tration, and other authorities : 


Estimated damage to public property 


Estimated damages to public highways, public utilities, State and 
minal: CV Ree PROMO 6 oa ee So ee LR $10, 000, 000 


Estimated damage to private property 


4,000 dwelling houses and contents completely destroyed or suffer- 


ing major damage, estimated at $7,500 average________________ $30, 000, 000 
20,000 dwelling houses and contents sustaining minor damage, 

entimated at SL RVOTAEG... pn ckac ene en nus aonteines my Oee. Goo 
10,000 farm buildings completely destroyed or suffering major 

damage, estimated at $4,000 average___._________-_-_____________ 40, 000, 000 
15,000 farm buildings and contents sustaining minor damage, 

Cplementnd, 01) G7 ,O00: A WOT NBG ee ete eins emnnene 10, 500, 000 
1,000 business buildings completely destroyed or sustaining major 

damage and contents, estimated at $5,000 average___. 5, 000, 000 


4,000 business buildings and contents sustaining minor damage, «+ 
estimated at $1,000 average___ Aoi 2 Belly Sp Se. 0 ee 4, 000, 000 
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Estimated damage to private property—Continued 


Estimated damage sustained by church, church property, private 


colleges, and schools.___.----._--~--~~-- St tin Belk ce 1, 000, 000 
Estimated damages to timber and crops in fields__ dlaieatale tintin os Mains 3, 000, 000 
Total estimated damages in North Carolina____--_--_---__ 123, 500, 000 


Recapitulation—Estimated damages sustained in North Carolina as a result 
of Hurricanes Connie, Diane, and Ione 


1. Public utilities_____- JELS A BEL Si pos A SRO SO 
2. North Carolina State- owned property_—_ Atel melee tn 500, 000. 00 
3. North Carolina State highways and bridges_____ ae a 1, 500, 000. 00 
4. Farm crops and other agricultural losses____-_~- oe a 106, 629, 248. 00 
5. Cost of mosquito-control program__-__--~~- aa 500, 000. 00 
6. Services and contributions to disaster area by State depart- 
INS is eee Ee: iin ihe 565, 982. 96 
7. Private-property damage other than agricultural__- hie aipines _. 49,520, 000. 00 
8. Damage. to public property of counties, cities, and towns- cz ad 839, 500. 00 
Total damage in North Carolina____ i INT}, 169, 054, 730. 96 


Mr. Jones. Our next witness is Mr. Benjamin FE. Douglas, director 
of the North Carolina Department of Conservation and Development. 


STATEMENT OF BENJAMIN E. DOUGLAS, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT 
OF CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT, STATE OF NORTH 
CAROLINA 


Mr. Doucias. Chairman Jones and Mr. Lipscomb, this statement is 
a statement of the position of the North Carolina Department of Con- 
servation and Development on recommendations made by the Hoover 
Commission concerning the policies of the Federal Government on 
water resources and power. 

Recommendation No. 1: The department believes that the Federal 
Government should adopt a national water policy and its opinions 
regarding the nine points of the recommended national water policy 
are as follows: 

(a) Water resources should be developed to assure their optimum 
use and their maximum contribution to the economic growth, strength, 
and general welfare not only of the Nation, but also of the separate 
States. The economic growth, strength, and general welfare of the 
Nation will undergo loss or dam: ge if the economic growth, strength, 
and general welfare of one or more States is hampered or retarded. 
The department believes that such loss or damage will result if the 
Federal Government refrains under certain circumstances from assum- 
ing responsibility for water resources development. 

(b) Water resources development should be undertaken by drainage 
areas, locally and regionally, with no change in the existing organiza- 
tional structure. The department believes that the Farmers Home 
Administration and the Soil Conservation Service of the Department 
of Agriculture, the Geological Survey of the Department of the 
Interior, and the Corps of E ngineers of the Department of the Army 
should continue their present functions. 

(c) The Federal Government should, in all cases, assume respon- 
sibility when participation is necessary to further or safeguard the 
national interest or to accomplish broad national objectives. The 
department agrees with the opinion of Commissioner James A. Farley, 








314 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


contained in his separate statement in volume IT of the Hoover Com- 
mission, that there should be no abdication by the Federal Government 
of its responsibility to insure the proper development of this country’s 
great natural resources, and that no part of the Nation should suffer 
through faulty or inadequate water resources development where Fed- 
eral action can bolster local inadequacies and develop a sound solution. 

(d) In participating in water resources, the Federal Government 
should take account of the rights and laws of the separate States 
concerning appropriation, use, control, and development of waters 
within their boundaries. The department agrees with the statement 
of Commissioner Chet Holifield on page 30 of volume IT of the Com- 
mission’s report that, while implying that the Federal Government 
has a constitutional right and a proper obligation to develop, water 
resources in the national interest, the report proceeds to lay down con- 
ditions of economic justification and financial feasibility which would 
severely limit or prevent the exercise of this responsibility. 

(e) The Federal Government, in addition to financial assistance 
when needed, should provide advisory assistance to those local and 
State agencies that are undertaking water resource developments. 
The department agrees with Commissioner James A. Farley that the 
Congress should look long and carefully at any implementation of 
recommendations which would unduly and unwisely restrict the 
Federal Government’s activities in harnessing and controlling the 
rivers of this country. 

(7) Before Congress authorizes or appropriates funds for Federal 
participation in any water resources project, it should have substan- 
tial evidence that the project is economically justified. The depart- 
ment believes that it is obvious that expenditure of public funds for 
economically unsound projects is unreasonable. It is of the opinion, 
however, that the addition of financial feasibility to the requirements 
of economic justification in connection with authorizations or appro- 
priations would constitute failure of the Federal Government to dis- 
charge its constitutional right and proper obligation, place an intoler- 
able burden on State and local governments, local organizations, and 
private enterprise, and cause loss or damage to the economic growth, 
strength, and general welfare of the Nation and the States. 

(g)- The existing organization for collecting and reviewing the 
adequacy of hydrologic data should be continued. The cooperative 
agreements between the North Carolina Department of Conservation 
and Development and the Geological Survey of the Department of the 
Interior have provided highly valuable hydrologic data to the State 
for use by municipalities and private enterprise, and the Raleigh office 
of the Geological Survey has been very helpful, cooperative, and effi- 
cient in collaboration with the Department, which sees no need for one 
Federal agency to be responsible for collecting and reviewing the 
hydrologic data which is presently being collected and reviewed by the 
Geological Survey, the Corps of Engineers, and other Federal agen- 
cies. The department agrees with the opinion set forth in the sepa- 
rate statement of Commissioners Herbert Brownell, Jr., and Arthur 
S. Flemming, contained in volume IT of the Commission’s report, that 
adequate staff to make the best use of the data collected should be made 
available. 

(A) and (2) The department is interested in the water powers of 
North Carolina and those of adjoining States which affect North 
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Carolina’s resources. Availability of sufficient electric power in ad- 
dition to supplies of water in adequate quantity and suitable quality, 
aid greatly in accomplishment of the department’s program for estab- 
lishment of new industries in North Carolina for the purpose of in- 
creasing the economic growth, strength, and -welfare of the State. 

I am departing from my text a little bit here. That is our idea 
for increasing our per capita income and the living standards of our 
people in North Carolina. 

he department is endeavoring to obtain the maximum useful in- 
formation regarding the water powers of the State in connection with 
its assigned duty to collect, classify, and publicize the facts regarding 
the lands, forests, and waters of the State in order to promote a more 
profitable use thereof. The department does not, however, deem it 
appropriate to express views regarding the administration of revenue- 
producing water resource and power projects, and the regulation of 
rates for sale of electrical energy by Federal agencies. 

Recommendation No. 2: The department does not see the need for 
a Water Resources Board to be located in the Executive Office of the 
President. It is of the opinion that the agencies of the Federal Gov- 
ernment concerned with water resources activities within the State 
have performed their functions adequately and efficiently, and that a 
Board in the Executive Office, having the duty to devise methods of 
coordination of plans and actions of the agencies both at the Wash- 
ington level and in the field, would tend to hamper unwisely the activi- 
ties of the agencies. 

Recommendation No. 3: The department believes that the staff of 
the Bureau of the Budget should be provided with personnel adequate 
to perform its assigned function of evaluation of the merits of water 
development projects presented to it for appropriations. 

Recommendations Nos. 4 and 5: The department is interested in the 
use of the surface waters of the State for irrigation. A State law re- 
quires that any person utilizing surface waters of North Carolina for 
irrigation shall, prior to such utilization, apply to the director of the 
department for a permit for such use. The director is authorized to 
examine the plan of irrigation as to safety and public interest, to 
approve plans and specifications, and to issue permits. The depart- 
ment, however, does not deem it appropriate to express views regard- 
ing acreage limitations and revolving funds pertaining to the activities 
of the Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the Interior. 

Recommendation No. 6: The department does not believe that the 
construction of headwater dams in the flood control program of the 
Soil Conservation Service should be transferred to the Corps of 
Engineers. The department is of the opinion that the State conser- 
vationist, Soil Conservation Service, has performed, in a satisfactory 
manner, activities pertaining to pilot watershed projects and water- 
shed protection and flood prevention projects in North Carolina un- 
der the provisions of the Hope-Andersen legislation, adopted in 1953, 
and Public Law No. 566, 883d Congress, 2d session, respectively. Un- 
der the existing organization, the State transacts business with one 
Federal office, that of the State conservationist located in Raleigh. 
If the construction was transferred as recommended by the Hoover 
Pamenienon, the State would have to deal with five Federal offices as 

ollows: 
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Yadkin-Pee Dee and Catawba-Broad River Basins—District 
engineer, Charleston district ; 

Hiwassee, Little Tennessee, Franch Broad, and Watauga River 
Basins—District engineer, Nashville district ; 

Roanoke and Chowan River Basins—District engineer, Nor- 
folk district ; 

Other river basins in North Carolina 
Wilmington district. 

The department believes that the State’s program for watershed 
protection and flood prevention, under the organization which would 
i established by saiysienouleanbion of the recommendation of the Hoover 
Commission, would be cumbersome and unwieldly. 

Recommendation No. 7: The department believes that all projects 
declared obsolete or unsound by the Chief of Engineers should be 
removed from congressional authorizations. 

This, gentlemen, is not in conflict with the Governor’s statement a 
while ago, because we believe it agrees with the opinion of Commis- 
sioner Chet Holifield that the decision to abandon should, however, 
take into consideration the disruptions which it may cause to indus- 
tries, communities and citizens, and that, where such disruptions are 
threatened, the Federal Government should participate in making 
necessary adjustment to avert damage. 

Recommendation No. 8: The Department does not believe that Con- 
gress should authorize a user charge on inland waterways, except for 
smaller pleasure craft—and you “will notice in the report of the 
Hoover Commission it. was recommended that only small pleasure 
craft should not be charged—sufficient to cover maintenance and 
operation, and authorize the Interstate Commerce Commission to fix 
such charges. It is of the opinion that the Federal Government —— 
continue to provide funds for maintenance and operation of navig 
tion projects as has been the case for more than a century. It agrees 
with Commissioner Chet Holifield that waterways can be put out of 
business regardless of basic soundness if the recommendation of the 
Hoover Commission is adopted; that railroads could reduce rates for 
hauls paralleling waterways to their bar, out-of-pocket costs; that 
the whole problem of user charges on inland waterways should be 
related to total national transportation policy, and segments of the 
overall policy should not be dealt with without regard to other seg- 
ments; and that, with rates for all forms of transportation based on 
full costs, an interconnected system of modern waterways, coordi- 
nated with land transportation, should be able to sustain itself with 
tolls based on full costs and yield returns on the public investment, 
while contributing to most economic use of the Nation’s resources. 

Recommendations Nos. 9, 10, and 11: As previously stated, the De- 
partment is interested in water powers of North Carolina and those 
of adjoining States which affect North Carolina’s resources. It does 
not, however, deem it appropriate to express views regarding the rates 
on Government power sales, steam plants, purchase of Federal power 
by private utilities, steam pk ints, purchase of power by private utilities 
and building of transmission lines. 

Recommendations Nos. 12, 13, 14, and 15: Because of its interest in 
water powers, the Department endeavors to keep itself informed 
regarding related activities of the Southeastern Power Administra- 
tion and the Tennessee Valley Authority. It does not, however, deem 
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it appropriate to express views pertaining to the Government Cor- 
poration Act, capital for future improvements by Federal agencies 
recommended to be incorporated under and made subject to that act, 
members of the boards of corporations that would thereby be created, 
and the power component of new multipurpose projects. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Douglas. 

On page 39, volume I, of the report, the Hoover Commission has this 
to say on domestic water supplies: 

That domestic water must take precedence over any other use requires no 
affirmation. 

It says it is of paramount importance. At the-conclusion of the 
paragraph is contained this statement : 

As there is little direct Federal development of domestic water, it does not 
come within the purview of this report. 

Do you think that this committee could legitimately explore the 
possibilities of cooperative efforts by the Federal Government and 
local municipalities to carry out multipurpose projects? Last year 
you recall we were toting water from one end of this country to the 
other because of the insufficiency of the water supply due to the extra- 
ordinary dryness which prevailed, which clearly demonstrated that 
there has not been enough careful planning of municipal and indus- 
trial water supply. Don’t you think if, as the Commission reports, it 
is of paramount importance, that we should make inquiries as to the 
possibilities of Federal activity to cope with that? 

Mr. Dovgi.is. Yes, I do. I think we ought to continue to have it 
studied. The USGS is making surveys in North Carolina in coopera- 
tion with our department for ground water. I also think the Federal 
Government should study ways and means for using water from dams 
such as have been proposed and have been built in North Carolina to see 
how municipalities and people can use this water. That is the first 
thing set forth in the new water laws of North Carolina. First is 
human consumption, of course. Other things come along later. 

Mr. Jones. In other words, it is treated preferentially ¢ 

Mr. Dovetas. Sir? 

Mr. Jones. In other words, it is treated preferentially ? 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes. I think the Federal Government is today bound 
to help find water supplies for municipalities. It is through building 
towns and aiding industry and bringing a higher per capia income that 
the Government lives. The more you make, he more taxes you pay. I 
think it is only a business proposition that they do it. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Lipscomb ? 

Mr. Lrescoms. Just proceeding a bit further, Mr. Chairman, did you 
mean this subcommittee should go into this policy, or should some 
other subcommittee of the Congress go into it, such as the regular 
Public Works and Resources Subcommittee of the Government Op- 
erations Committee ? 

Mr. Jonxs. I think we should make inquiry as to how it would fit 
into any plan of future development that may take place in this coun- 
try. If the Hoover Commission recognized it as a paramount matter 
for consideration and then neglected to explore the various possibili- 
ties, then I think it is something that should command our attention. 
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Mr. Larscoms. It should command the attention of Congress because 
the policy has not been set yet. , ; 

Mr. Douglas, you made a statement concerning recommendation 
No. 2 about the creation of the Water Resources Board. The Governor 
testified that there has been created in the State of North Carolina a 
State board of water commissioners. What is the difference in your 
thinking as far as the State level is concerned, and as far as the Federal 
level is concerned ¢ 

Mr. Dovaeias. Under recommendation No. 2, Mr. Lipscomb, the de- 
partment does not see the need for a Water Resources Board to’be lo- 
cated in the Executive Office of the President. We do not see the neces- 
sity. I think all of those things are handled by your existing agen- 
cies—the USGS and the Corps of Engineers and others who are doing 
this particular type of work. For instance, the USGS does a lot of 
ground water study which comes under minerals. That is different 
from surface water. I think they are being handled very well, indeed. 
I see no necessity for setting up a superorganization. ‘The difference 
between that and North Carolina, as I see it, is that our water board 
was authorized by the last session of the legislature and has been set 
up by the Governor and will take up a lot of the functions which are 
now in other departments, to make it one cohesive whole. At the 
present time there are five departments interested in water in our 
State; and ours, of course, comes down to a local situation. 

Mr. Liescoms. Of course, that was the object of the Hoover Com- 
mission in making this recommendation, I believe. It was to coordi- 
nate all of those agencies under one agency which would coordinate 
the work more in a more cohesive way, too. 

Mr. Dove.as. That’s right. I agree with a great deal of it, but I 
think you can go too far in that. 

Mr. Lirscoms. You had an opportunity to testify before the Hoover 
Commission task force. 

Mr. Dovenas. I did, sir, and I thought it was a very great group of 
people. I thought they did a splendid job; and the task force. 

Mr. Lrescoms. Was your testimony before the task force along the 
same lines ? 

Mr. Doveatas. No, sir. I am reporting this morning on a recom- 
mendation from the Hoover report. At that time that was in a re- 
port, and I have that here. I have the report that I made at that 
time. 

Mr. Tarscoms. Mr. Chairman, it may be of interest to the sub- 
committee to know what type of testimony the task force took. Maybe 
we should have that turned over to the subcommittee. 

Mr. Dovatas. I have a list of that. 

Mr. Jones. Why not, rather than putting it in the record, refer to 
it by reference ? 

Mr. Lrescoms. That is what I meant. 

Mr. Jones. We have the task-force hearings here. The reporter will 
refer by reference to testimony of Mr. Ben E. Douglas hotore the 


Hoover Commission Task Force, rather than insert the testimony, be- 
cause the task-force report is to be incorporated by reference. 
(The testimony referred to appears on p. 13 of the hearings before 


the Hoover Commission task force at. Chattanooga, Tenn., June 1-2, 
1954.) 
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Mr. Liescomn. I would like to state that the type of testimony Mr. 
Douglas gave is the type of testimony I believe this subcommittee 
should solicit. It.is on the subject and it is pertinent. I am not ready 
to draw any conclusions from the report myself, so I appreciate that 
type of testimony. It isright to the point. 

r. Jones. There is one question that has always given me a great 
deal of concern in considering the reorganization. I recall making a 
study in 1952 as the chairman of a subcommittee in the House of Repre- 
sentatives. The question is what type of functions are there? In 
other: words, if we combine all of the agencies together we.will still 
have separate functions. The Department of Agriculture will have to 
function in the field of soil conservation because of its relationship 
to the overall farm program and farm management and the increased 
productivity of the soil. All of those things enter into it and therefore 
the Department of Agriculture is a party in interest. 

If you turn that responsibility over to an agency which is not oper- 
ating in that field then it seems to me just as you have pointed out you 
still have to retain the function in the Department of Agriculture, 
and you organize its corporate structure in some other agency, which 
will lead to greater complications than you have at the present time 
between the agencies. 

Mr. Dovetas. Mr. Chairman, I think a case in point is the salt-water 
intrusion study that we have made in eastern North Carolina. Salt 
and brackish water goes a certain distance up the fresh-water streams. 
We have to know how far it goes up before we can put an industry in 
that section. I think the present setup of matched funds with your 
State departments fills the bill very well indeed. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Douglas. 

Without objection, the additional statements submitted by Mr. 
Douglas will be made a part of the record. 

(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


DATA IN SUPPORT OF THE POSITION OF THE NorTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF 
CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT WITH RESPECT TO RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 
COMMISSION ON ORGANIZATION OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF THE FEDERAL 
GOVERN MENT 


No data, in addition to that contained in the department’s statement, is con- 
sidered necessary to support the department’s position with respect to the first 
point of the recommended national water policy. 

1 (b). The Raleigh office of Farmers’ Home Administration of the Department 
of Agriculture has provided valuable assistance by making loans to persons 
undertaking to establish irrigation systems to use the surface waters of the 
State for the purpose of providing insurance against shortages of water in the 
streanis, rivers, creeks, and lakes, and to improve the quality and increasé the 
quantity of agricultural crops. The Administration has cooperated fully with, 
and has furnished valuable aid to, the program of the department of conserva- 
tion and development to discharge its responsibility for issuance of permits to 
use water for irrigation. Data regarding the activities of the Soil Conservation 
Service of the Department of Agriculture, the Geological Survey of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, and the Corps of Engineers of the Army are set forth sub- 
sequently herein. 

No data, in addition to that contained in the department’s statement, is con- 
sidered necessary to support the department’s position with respect to the third, 
fourth, fifth, and sixth points of the recommended national water policy. 

1 (g). The Corps of Engineers collects hydrologic data in North Carolina in 
connection with maintenance and operation of existing navigation projects, and 
in prosecution of examinations and surveys to determine the advisability of 
modification of existing, and construction of proposed, navigation and flood- 
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control projects. Hydrologic data collected by the Geological Survey under 
the cooperative agreements, indicated in the department's statement regarding 
the seventh point of the recommended national water policy, is published by 
the department and made available to interested persons. It appears that col- 
lection and review of the adequacy of hydrologic data by one Federal agency 
would impede and retard the maintenance, operation, and development of .the 
State’s water resources and the timely information needed by municipalities 
and private enterprise in connection with water supplies. 

No data, in addition to that contained in the department’s statement, is con- 
sidered necessary to support the department’s position with respect to the eighth 
and ninth points of the recommended national water policy. 

No data, in addition to that contained in the Department’s statement is con- 
sidered necessary to support the department’s position with respect to recom- 
mendations Nos. 2, 3, 4 and 5. 


RECOMMENDATION NO. 6 


Sections 139-1 to 13, inclusive, of the General Statutes of North Carolina, 
declared the policy of the legislature to preserve natural resources, including 
water resources; established a State soil conservation committee; created soil 
conservation districts; and set forth the powers of the committee and of the 
districts. The State conservationist, Soil Conservation Service, is a member 
of the committee. Under the direction and guidance of the State conservation- 
ist, an extensive program of soil conservation practices has been established 
throughout the State, and many valuable conservation practices have been ac- 
complished. The State conservationist has been effective in connection with 
action under the provisions of the Hope-Andersen legislation, adopted in 1953, 
and Public Law No. 566, 83d Congress, 2d session. Several applications for 
Federal assistance in connection with Neuse River Basin projects, and three 
applications for Federal assistance in connection with Yadkin-Pee Dee River 
Basin projects, under the provisions of Public Law 566 are being processed. 
The Abbotts Creek watershed project in the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin has 
been approved for planning assistance by the administrator of the Soil Con- 
servation Service. It is believed that division of responsibility for the Neuse 
River Basin Projects between the State conservationist and the district engineer, 
Wilmington district, and for the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin between the State 
conservationist and the district engineer, Charleston district, would hamper 
and retard the progress of accomplishment of these projects. 

No data, in addition to that contained in the department’s statement is con- 


sidered necessary to support the department’s position with respect to recom- 
mendations Nos. 7 to 15, inclusive. 





SUMMARIES OF THE PURPOSES AND OBJECTIVES OF THE NortH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT 
OF CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT AS TO WATER RESOURCES AND POWER, THE 
DEPARTMENT’S PROGRAM FOR CARRYING OUT THESE OBJECTIVES AND ITS ACCOM- 
PLISHMENTS, AND THE PLANS OF THE DEPARTMENT FOR THE FUTURE 


PURPOSES AND OBJECTIVES 


1. Conservation, development and utilization of the water resources of the 
State in the public interest. 

2. Collection, classification, and a publication of facts pertaining to water 
resources with a view to aid in promoting a more profitable use thereof. 

3. Investigation of water supplies and waterpowers, and taking of measures 
considered necessary to promote their development. 

4. Cooperation with other agencies of the State in obtaining and publicizing 
information regarding water resources. 

5. Cooperation with the Federal Power Commission in carrying out rules and 
regulations promulgated by that Commission other than those related to making 
and regulating rates. 

6. Representation of the State in agreements, negotiations, or conferences re- 
lating to joint administration or control over surface or ground waters passing 
from one State to another. 

7. Cooperation with the State utilities commission in investigating waterpowers 
in the State. 
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8. Cooperation with local governments and civic organizations in examination 
and location of water supplies. 

9. Investigation of the coasts, ports, and waterways. 

10. Cooperation with the State board of health in matters pertaining to abate- 
ment of stream pollution. 

11. Analysis of proposed reports of the Chief of Engineers, Department of the 
Army, or examinations and surveys pertaining to navigation and flood-control 
projects, and preparation and transmittal to the Chief of Engineers, of views 
and comments of the State on such reports. 

12. Issuance of permits to use surface waters for irrigation. 

13. Prevention of beach erosion. 


PROGRAM FOR CARRYING OUT OBJECTIVES 


1. Publication, in cooperation with the Geological Survey, of information and 
data regarding quantity and quality of surface and ground waters. 

2. Inventory of water resources. 

3. Assistance to local interests in obtaining authorizations of, and appropri- 
ations for, navigation and flood-control projects. 

4. Assistance to local governments in repairing damages caused by hurricanes 
and effecting measures to protect life and property. 

5. Cooperation with the American Shore and Beach Preservation Association. 

6. Cooperation with the State stream sanitation committee. 

7. Provision of guidance to the Neuse River Watershed Authority. 

8. Assistance to the advisory water resources committee and the board of 
water commissioners. 

9. Addresses to nongovernmental organizations in the State which are in- 
terested in water resources. 

10. Conferences with representatives of other States who are interested in 
water resources. 

11. Attendance at National and State conventions of persons interested in 
water resources, 

ACCOMPLISH MENTS 


Many pamphlets, which contain information regarding quantity and quality 
of surface and ground waters, have been published and distributed. 

Pursuant to action by the council of State on October 11, 1954, three volumes 
of a series of volumes comprising an inventory of the water resources of the 
State have been published and distributed. Similar action with regard to a 
fourth volume will occur in the immediate future. 

The North Carolina delegation at the 42d National Convention of the National 
Rivers and Harbors Congress advanced the status of obtaining authorizations 
of several North Carolina projects, and, ably assisted by the North Carolina 
congressional delegation, succeeded in obtaining fiscal year 1956 appropriations 
for 1 flood-control project and 6 navigation projects. 

An engineer of the Department’s Division of Water Resources, Inlets, and 
Coastal Waterways has been continuously on duty since November 1, 1954, in 
assisting local governments in clearing debris and wreckage, making temporary 
repairs to municipal utilities, and providing protection of life and property 
under the provisions of Public Law 875, 8ist Congress, 1st session, in connection 
with damages caused by hurricanes Hazel, Connie, Diane, and Ione. Con- 
siderable progress toward restoration of normal conditions on the North 
Carolina coast has been, and is being made. 

The State stream sanitation committee, of which the Chief Engineer of the 
Department’s Division of Water Resources, Inlets, and Coastal Waterways is an 
ex officio member, has made substantial progress toward abatement of pollution 
in the surface waters of seven of the North Carolina river basins. 

The Department furnished assistance to the Advisory Committee on Water 
Resources whose work led to the creation by the 1955 general assembly of the 

3oard of Water Commissioners of the State of North Carolina. 


PLANS FOR THE FUTURE 


1. Continuation of publication, in cooperation with the Geological Survey, of 
information and data regarding quantity and quality of surface and ground 
waters. 

2. Continuation of the inventory of water resources, 
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3. Continuation of assistance to local interests in obtaining authorization of, 
and appropriations for, navigation and flood-control projects, 

4. Continuation, until work in progress and contemplated work under the 
provisions of Public Law 875, 8lst Congress, Ist session, have been completed, 
of assistance to local governments in repairing damages caused by hurricanes 
and effecting measures to protect life and property. 

». Continuance of cooperation with the American Shore and Beach Preserva- 
tion, the State stream sanitation committee, and the Neuse River Watershed 
Authority. 

6. Cooperation with, and providing all possible assistance to, the board of 
water commissioners, 

7. Continuance of features of the program not specifically indicated in the 
above plans for the future. 


STATEMENT OF A. H. GRAHAM, CHAIRMAN, STATE OF NORTH 
CAROLINA HIGHWAY AND PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSION 


Mr. Granam. Chairman Jones and Mr. Lipscomb. I am A. H. 
Graham, chairman of the highway commission of the State of North 
Carolina. 

My statements will be made with particular reference to highways 
in the State. 

The North Carolina State Highway and Public Works Commis- 
sion, as a State agency dedicated to the construction and maintenance 
of highways, is vitally interested in all phases of conservation and 
development of the natural water resources of the State. To this 
end the commission stands ready to cooperate with such agencies as are 
designated for developments whether they are public or private. 
Suitable developments are more effective when they are properly 
supervised such as Federal, State, or legally constituted drainage dis- 
tricts. 

The highway commission is more specifically interested in projects 
which might affect highway locations, bridge construction and fac ili- 
tate highw: ay drainage. Where private or public power reservoirs, 
or flood-control projects, have been constructed, the highway commis- 
sion has cooperated with such projects by consenting to the relocation 
of roads to be inundated and the relocation and construction of 
bridges to facilitate such projects. The costs for such relocations 
have been borne by the agencies constructing these facilities. Similar 
situations have arisen in the construction of reservoirs for municipal 
and private water supply. 

The highway commission during the past year has been made keenly 
aware of the extensive damage to its highway system and abutting 
properties by the lack of control of tidal waters along its coastal areas. 
The commission has many miles of highways paralleling the coastline 
which have suffered great damage costing thousands of dollars, all of 
which could have been prevented had adequate facilities been con- 
structed to prevent beach erosion and repeated floodings. Such dam- 
age has been repeated a number of times. The construction of 
seawalls, dikes, _groins, or jetties, would control such damage and 
reduce it to a minimum. 

The construction of power reservoirs along with flood-control dams 
could alleviate materially annual damage to property and highways 
by controlling the runoff from such reservoirs. Such protection has 
been clearly demonstrated by the control of floods in the Roanoke 
River by the Kerr Reservoir and Dam. 
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It is the view of this commission that a properly organized Federal 
agency should be designated as the medium for coordinating and 
assisting in the plans and construction of facilities for conserving and 
utilizing to the maximum degree the water resources of the several 
States. Such an agency could initiate uniform rules, regulations and 
practices as would more effectively benefit the interested parties, either 
public or private. . 

The creation of a water resources board would meet the require- 
ments for such an agency. 

Such other Federal agencies as would be interested in the further- 
ance of this work should be implemented to the extent necessary to 
make the Water Resources Board function effectively. 

This commission is at present carrying on a cooperative program 
with the United States Coast and Geological Survey, making a study 
of the peak flows of streams in North Carolina. This study has been 
in progress for 3 years and is now at the stage where much valuable 
information is available for our openings for bridges and other drain- 
age structures. — 

This commission further urges that funds be made available to the 
United States Coast and Geodetic Survey for the completion of the 
topographic mapping of the State and for keeping these maps current. 
These maps could be of inestimable value to the proposed Water 
Resources Board as well as many other public and private agencies. 

The highway commission does not have any supporting data to 
present with this brief, but takes this opportunity to endorse and 
urge the appointment of the water resources board referred to 
above and offers its support and cooperation to such a board. 

That in the main, Mr. Chairman, is the position of the highway 
commission. So far as the organization of the board is concerned, 
I do not have any specific recommendations on that. 

I would like to leave this thought with this committee, however: 
That here in the year 1955 the problem of the use of surface water 
is one which is going to affect the future of our Nation most vitally. 
Suppose we had made no more provision for water control and 
development of water resources by 1975 or 1980 than we had made 
in 1953 and 1954. Imagine the situation that our country would 
be in with the increased development industrially and the increased 
growth of our population. The time is far along when we should 
face this problem both for the immediate future and for the long- 
range future. _ 

I am happy that this subcommittee is here giving thought and study 
to this problem. | : 

Mr. Jones. It was good to have you with us. 

Mr. Lipscomb ? 

Mr. Lirscoms. Mr. Graham, do I understand that in the last part of 
your statement you recommend the creation of a water resources 
board ? 

Mr. Grawam. Yes, sir. I do. 

Mr. Lirscoms. That concurs with the Hoover Commission Recom- 
mendation No, 2? 

Mr. Granam. To the extent that it would simply coordinate the 
efforts of the various Government departments that are now going 
on. I think there is some overlapping, and I think some of that can 
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be cordinated and simplified. But the main question is to face this 
problem of water control and to know about it nationwide. 

Mr. Lirscomp. In the State of North Carolina do you have any 
trouble with bridge clearances ? 

Mr. Granam. In just what way do you mean? 

Mr. Liescoms. The Hoover Commission mentioned in their report 
that— 

A constant conflict arises between the inland navigators and the highway 
builders over higher bridge clearance. Under the present law, the Army 
engineers are required to favor navigation. 

Mr. Grauam. No, sir. Our relations with the Corps of Engineers 
have been most pleasant and most satisfactory. We recognize that 
the natural trend of commerce is changing in the entire country. In 
years past water commerce was much more important, even in small 
streams. Now that commerce cannot compete with the rapid-moving 
truck traffic and, therefore, we don’t have as many problems of that 
kind as we had in the past. 

In other words, we are placing more bridges without draw spans 
than we could have in years gone past. 

Mr. Lirscoms. That is basically what the Commission report says. 
It says: 

The highway managers insist on less high bridges and closing of many draw 
bridges. 

Mr. Granam. That is because of the change in your method of 
transportation. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jones. ‘Thank you very much, Mr. Graham. 

Our next witness will be Mr. L. Y. Ballentine, commissioner of 
agriculture. 


STATEMENT OF L. Y. BALLENTINE, COMMISSIONER OF 
AGRICULTURE FOR NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Bauuentine. Mr. Chairman, I am L. Y. Ballentine. 

With your permission, I will just file this. 

Mr. Jones. All right. If you will summarize it, that will do. What 
is the first point you are going to make ¢ 

Mr. Batientine. If you are going to points I will have to read it, 
because what I am presenting here is a summary statement. So, 
maybe I had better read it, because it is hard to summarize a brief 
which I have submitted. 

Mr. Larscoms. Is it on the recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission ¢ 

Mr. BauientIne. Yes, sir. Strictly. 

Mr. Jones. Then suppose you let us have it. 

Mr. BAtLentTINE. With an introductory paragraph or two. 

Although the North Carolina Department of x riculture is not 


charged with any direct responsibility in the field of water resources 
and power, it is naturally interested in anything which so vitally 
affects the State’s agriculture and welfare of its farming people. 

It is well to bear in mind that this is primarily an agricultural 
State. With 1,351,000 persons living on its 288,000 farms, it has 
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5 the largest farm population of any of the States. Farm people con- 
stitute a third of the State’s total population of 4,062,000, while 
y another third is rural nonfarm and the remaining third is urban. 


All but a negligible fraction of our farms now have electricity, and 
an increasing proportion of them are using electric power for farm 
production as well as for household purposes. 

More and more farmers also are turning to irrigation, mostly by 
sprinkler systems, for increasing their productive capacity. This 
practice has come about only in the last few years and is expanding 
rapidly. Most of our farms are small, averaging 67 acres, and their 
operators are becoming increasingly conscious of the necessity for ob- 
taining maximum benefit from available water as well as from their 
soil. Some conception of this growing water consciousness can be 
gained from the thousands of farm ponds which now dot our 
countryside. 

In view of the growing importance of water resources and elec- 
tric power to North Carolina agriculture, it is unfortunate that our 
farming interests have not had better opportunity to prepare an ex- 
pression of their views on the so-called Hoover Commission’s Report 
bs to the Congress on Water Resources and Power. The commissioner of 

agriculture has not yet received an official copy of either the Com- 
' mission’s report or that of its task force. He has had to rely on an 
i unofficial reprint of the Commission’s report, which was received less 
f than a week ago. As yet he has had no opportunity to examine the 
voluminous findings of the task force. This being the case, he natu- 
rally wonders whether other interested persons and groups are not 
similarly handicapped or whether they have even had a chance to see 
the Hoover Commission’s recommendations. 
i It would seem that the report of the Commission and the report of 
f the task force are so interrelated that they should hardly be consid- 
. ered separately. How can one properly appraise the conclusions of 
the Commission without access to the full evidence compiled by the 
task force? Certainly the broad, far-reaching recommendations of 
the Commission lack adequate support in the brief statements of fact 
and assumptions accompanying those recommendations in the Com- 
mission’s report. 
. Generalities elicit generalities, and one genaralized observation of 
t . the Commission’s recommendations is that they lack definition and 
need to be far more closely qualified. 

As they now stand they inevitably invite attack as an effort to dis- 
member some valuable Federal agencies and cripple some public serv- 
ices which have been of great benefit to agriculture and other segments 
of our economy in North Carolina, as well as in other areas of the 
Nation. 

_ The Commission’s first statement of policy (recommendation 1 (a) ) 
1S encouraging: 
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That water resources should be developed to assure their optimum use and 
: their maximum contribution to the national economic growth, strength, and 
yt general welfare. 


, _ Such a fine beginning, however, deserves more implementation than 
y is found elsewhere in the Commission’s report, which is singularly 


lacking in concrete, constructive proposals. 
The very next statement of policy, unless further qualified, could 
be intepreted as a denial of the wisdom and success of national water 
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resource policies which during the past two decades have contributed 
much to the wealth and welfare of the Nation. The planning and 
development of water resources by natural drainage areas would seem 
logical; but the statement in 1 (b) could be interpreted as restricting 
the development of such areas . those projects which can be financed 
locally and regionally. This, indeed, would mean slow and laborious 
progress. 

Specific observations on other proposed policies listed in recom- 
mendation 1 are: 

(c) This is a dealer’s-choice provision. It could be interpreted to 
permit national participation in almost any project, or it could be 
used to thwart Federal participation in highly important under- 
takings of broad scope. It depends on who is making the inter- 
pretation. 

(d) Aspresently stated, this would permit individual States to block 
national interests or the interests of neighboring States. 

(e) No objection ; a logical and necessary service. 

(7) It is presumed that the C ongress already follows this policy ; 
but Congressmen, Senators, and many others among their constitu- 
ents differ in their interpretation of what is “economically justified 
and financially feasible” and whether a given project is “essential to 
national interest.” Willa policy statement correct this? 

(7g) This imposes a great deal of power in a single agency. What 
assurance is there that it would be representative of all of our varied 
economic and social interests? Then, too, why limit progress in such 
a broad field to a single road ? 

(h) This proposed requirement for Treasury deposits and annual 
appropriations for cash operating expenses places an unnecessary 
administrative load on the Congress and would make it easier for 
some future Congress to hamstring progress. Is this good business 
management ¢ 

(i) This would deprive the public of one of its best means of con- 
trolling electric power rates, a means which has proved highly effec- 
tive without wrecking private power interests. Our Government is 

a system of checks and balances. This is a good check or balance on 
the Federal Power Commission. 

The creation of a Water Resources Board (recommendation No, 2 
as an advisory and coordinating group in the Executive Office of i: 
President appears to be reasonable and a step toward improved ad- 
ministration. The Nation’s agriculture should be represented on this 
board both by the Secretary of Agriculture and a lay representative. 

On the other hand, it appears unnecessary to add any considerable 
staff of experts to the Bureau of the Budget to pass on the merits of 
water development projects (recommendation 3). Is such a policy 
followed by the Budget Bureau in other fields of interest? Does 
this agency maintain specialized staffs in education, agriculture, pub- 
lic he: alth, and so forth, ad infinitum ¢ 

North Carolina agriculture is not presently concerned with Fed- 
eral irrigation pragatins but it is conceivable that either irrigation 
or drainage projects may be developed in some of our eastern areas 
in the not too distant future. We, therefore, have more than an aca- 
demic interest in a proposal to establish a new policy on acreage 
limitations, as proposed in recommendation 4. We would not deny 
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the wisdom of amending what may seem an arbitrary limitation; but 
this recommendation should be further qualified. 

Recommendation No. 5 would tend to bring about a short-range 
development and open the door for unnecessary delays in the com- 
pletion of worthy projects. Why is it necessary to abolish revolving 
funds? Why not consider each on its own merits ? 

Of serious concern to agriculture is the Commission’s recommen- 
dation No. 6 to transfer to the Corps of Engineers responsibility for 
constructing headwater dams in the program of the Soil Conservation 
Service. Further clarification is necessary. Is the purpose of this 
proposal entirely one of economy, or could it be an effort to whittle 
away the authority of the Soil Conservation Service? Few govern- 
mental agencies can boast a finer record of efficient operations and 
constructive accomplishment. Farmers throughout the Nation will 
deeply resent any attempt to curtail the soil-conservation program. 
No question is r aised about the engineering competence of the Corps 
of Engineers, but does its staff include soil specialists ? 

Some economy may be possible through closer coordination of the 
Soil Conservation Service with the Corps of Engineers and reduction 
of the former agency’s engineering staff. In any event, however, 
the Soil Conservation Service should retain full authority for deter- 
mining where and what type of headwater dams should be constructed. 

Mr. Chairman, maybe I could have done a better job if I had had 
more time, but these are my sentiments as they were hurriedly re- 
corded. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Ballentine. Any questions, 
Mr. Lipscomb ? 

Mr. Lirscoms. No, but I would like to suggest to Mr. Ballentine 
that when you do make your study, that you ‘consider only the parts 
of the task force reports that are concerned with and contained in 
the Hoover Commission aa The Hoover Commission did not 
embrace the task force report. 

Mr. Batientine. I would like to ask you a question. Is it not a 
fact that the task force report i is before you! tf 

Mr. Lrescoms. That is the chairman’s opinion and not mine, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Iam glad Iam chairman. 

Mr. Batientine. I understood that the task force report was pre- 
sented and submitted along with, or, maybe not along with, but as 
well as the Hoover Commission report, and that both were before the 
committee and probably both would be before Congress. However, 
on your suggestion, sir, I have not had an opportunity even to refer 
to the references pointed out in the Commission’s report, because we 
have not had the report, that is, the task force report. 

Mr. Jones. Are you familiar with the signature of Mr. Herbert 
Hoover? 

Mr. Batuentine. No, sir; I couldn’t say that I was. 

Mr. Jones. On page 3 is the letter of transmittal. They trans- 
mitted both documents to the Congress. It is addressed to the Presi- 
dent of the Senate and the Speaker of the House, containing and 
referring, of course, to the transmission of both documents. 

Mr. Lirscoms. First, Mr. Chairman, in one of the paragraphs in 
that letter it says that the conclusions and recommendations of the task 
force were reviewed by the Commission in reaching its own conclu- 
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sion, but that the Commission’s own recommendations may not neces- 
sarily coincide in all respects with those of the task force. 

Mr. Jones. That is trying to separate sin from the devil. 
[ Laughter. | 

Mr. Batitentrine. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Our next witness is Mr. Stanley Winborne, chairman 
of the utilities commission. 


STATEMENT OF STANLEY WINBORNE, CHAIRMAN, UTILITIES 
COMMISSION OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Wrxeorne. I am Stanley Winborne, chairman of the North 
Carolina Utilities Commission. 

I don’t think it will be necessary for me to take the witness chair 
for the reason that we are filing with your committee the same report 
which we filed with the task force committee in C hattanooga last year. 
It concerns the hydroelectric development and the steam-generating 
development in North Carolina up to that time, and there has been 
very little change since. That is the basis of our statement that we 
are filing with the committee. We did not have time to go into it 
further because when we got notice that we would be wanted to make 
this report we were engaged in the hearing before the Commission 
and have been until yesterday afternoon about 4: 30. 

I think this report, though, probably covers all that we would have 
to say anyway, and that is in the hands of Mr. Rankin, who will 
furnish you with the statement. 

Mr. Jones. Without objection, it will be incorporated in the record 
at this point. Do you want to examine it for the purpose of 

Mr. Lirscoms. I think it is a good policy for the subcommittee that 
these statements be submitted to the subcommittee and be gone over by 
the subcommittee and then be inserted in the record. 

Mr. Jones. I have no feelings about the matter. I do like to know 
what the witness is testifying to. I feel that statements which are 
inserted in the record of a cumulative character are all right. How- 
ever, when they touch on policy it should be the source for further 
inquiry by the committee. 

Mr. Wrnporne. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that, of course, 
the report is a very short one. It just g gives a few factual statements 
concerning hydroelectric development in 1 this State. 

Mr. Jones. If you will hand this to us we will look at it. 

Mr. Ranxin. This was already submitted to the task force. 

Mr. Lirscoms. This is all right. 

Mr. Jonrs. Without objection, the statement of Mr. Winborne will 
be inserted at this point in the record. 





STATEMENT OF STANLEY WINBORNE, CHAIRMAN, UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF Nort CAROLINA 


STATEMENT BY THE NORTH CAROLINA UTILITIES COMMISSION ON THE GENERATION, 
TRANSMISSION, AND DISTRIBUTION OF ELECTRIC POWER IN NORTH CAROLINA 


TASK FORCE ON WATER RESOURCES AND POWER HEARING IN CHATTANOOGA, TENN., 
JUNE 1, 1954 


The generation, transmission, and distribution of electric energy by privately 
owned companies in North Carolina is under the supervision and regulation of 
the North Carolina Utilities Commission, an agency of the State, created by 
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statute for that purpose. This commission is charged with the responsibility 
of supervising the rates, the quality and extent of service, the expansion of 
plants and facilities, and the issue of securities by such companies. This agency 
has the necessary trained personnel for the performance of these functions. 

The rivers of North Carolina are relatively small, short streams. With the 
exception of the Roanoke River, the streams of this State having waterpower 
possibilities all arise in the State. Studies by the Corps of Engineers and by the 
staff of this Commission indicate that the power possibilities of our rivers have 
not been completely utilized, but that the remaining undeveloped potential hydro 
sites in the State which are not now under consideration for future development 
are not large in relation to the total capacity of hydro and steam plants now in 
operation. 

Privately owned power companies now operate 37 hydro plants in North Caro- 
lina, having a total generation capacity of 480,000 kilowatts. These companies 
also own and operate 12 steam plants in the State, having a total capacity of 
1,611,000 kilowatts, which enable the companies under changing water condi- 
tions to get the maximum benefits from the hydrogenerating plants. 

During the postwar period these privately owned companies have increased 
their hydrogeneration in North Carolina from 460,000 kilowatts at the beginning 
of 1946 to only 480,000 kilowatts at the end of 1953, and during the same period 
they have increased their steam generation from 655,000 kilowatts to 1,611,000 
kilowatts. During this same period taxes, local, State and Federal, paid by 
these privately owned companies have increased from approximately $16 million 
for the year 1946 to $36 million for the year 1953. The kilowatt-hour cost to 
consumers has steadily decreased in this State from year to year with the in- 
crease in consumption, and the rates in this State compare favorably with the 

national average. 

The people of the State are generally well satisfied with the rates and services 
of these privately owned power companies and with the State regulation and 
supervision of these companies by said Commission. An abundance of power 
at reasonable rates has been available at all times to meet the ever-increasing 
needs for electric power, and experience with these companies under State super- 
vision and regulation well justifies the faith of the people of this State in the 
ability of private enterprises to supply its needs in this field. 


_Mr. Jones. Our next witness will be Mr. Richard S. Marr, executive 
director of the North Carolina State Ports Authority. 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD S. MARR, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NORTH CAROLINA STATE PORTS AUTHORITY 


Mr. Marr. My report, Mr. Jones, is in the form of a letter to Gov- 
ernor Hodges, who requested my comments. 

Mr. Jones. You may proceed, Mr. Marr. 

Mr. Marr. The State of North Carolina has two deepwater ports, 
namely, Morehead City Harbor and Wilmington Harbor, for which 
Federal aid has for some time been received. ‘The engineer’s descrip- 
tion of these two projects and other pertinent data, taken from 
Wilmington, N. C., District Project Maps, River and Harbor and 
Flood Control Works, Fiscal Year 1955, fo lows: 


WILMINGTON HaArzor, N. C. 
PROJECT 


Authorized by the River and Harbor Acts of July 25, 1912; March 2, 1919; 
September 22, 1922; July 3, 1930; March 2, 1945: and M: Ly 17, 1950 and provides 
for a channel 35 feet deep and 400 feet wide from the 35-foot contour in the 
Atlantic Ocean through the ocean-bar channel, thence 34 feet deep and 400 feet 
wide to the upper end of the anchorage basin (foot of Castle Street) at Wilming- 
ton, thence 32 feet deep and 400 feet wide to Hilton bridge over Northeast (Cape 
Fear) River, with increased widths at bends; for an anchorage basin at Wil- 
mington 34 feet deep, 2,000 feet long, 900 feet wide at the upper end, 1,100 feet 
wide at the lower end, with approaches 1,500 feet long at the upper end and 4,500 
feet long at the lower end with some widening of the transition channel at the 
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downstream end;’ for a turning basin opposite the principal terminals at Wil- 
mington, 32 feet deep, 1,000 feet long, 800 feet wide, with suitable approaches at 
each end; for a channel 12 feet deep and 100 feet wide in the Cape Fear River, 
from a point near the eastern entrance of the intracoastal waterway to a con- 
nection with the main river channel at a point about 3 miles above; and for a 
channel 25 feet deep, 200 feet wide, from Hilton Bridge over Northeast (Cape 
Fear) River to a turning basin of the same depth, 600 feet wide, 114 miles above. 
Progress 

The existing project is 85 percent complete. Dredging the 25- by 200-foot 
channel and basin in Northeast (Cape Fear) River was completed in 1948. 
Dredging the 12- by 100-foot connecting channel to the Intracoastal Waterway 
was completed in 1948. Deepening and widening the river channel to 32 by 400 
feet, enlarging and deepening the anchorage basin and southern approach 
thereto, and deepening the ocean-bar channel to 82 feet, was completed to the 
foot of Castle Street in 1949. Deepening and widening the channel to 32 feet 
and 400 feet, respectively, above Castle Street has been indefinitely deferred. In- 
creasing the width of the turning basin to 800 feet and widening the east side of 
the river channel to the harbor line, in the vicinity of the turning basin, all toa 
depth of 30 feet, was completed in 1949. No work has been done on deepening 
the ocean-bar channel to 35 feet and the river channel and anchorage basin to 34 
feet. 
Variation of water surface 

Average, 4.7 feet at the ocean bar, 3.6 feet at Keg Island, and 3.4 feet at 
Wilmington. 

Extreme, 8.5 feet at the ocean bar, 7.3 feet at Orton Cove, and 6.4 feet at 
Wilmington. 


Controlling depth 

32.0 feet in the ocean-bar channel; 30.0 feet to the foot of Castle Street, in- 
cluding the anchorage basin; 30.0 feet to and including the turning basin; 25.0 
feet to and including the turning basin in Northeast (Cape Fear) River; and 9.2 
feet in the connecting channel to the Intracoastal Waterway. 

(But the controlling depth is now 34 feet. It has been 32 feet.) 


Cost to date 
Cost of construction to date, $4,103,711.80. 


MOREHEAD City Harsor, N. C. 

Project 

Authorized by the River and Harbor Acts of June 25, 1910; July 3, 1930; 
August 26, 1937 and provides for a channel 30 feet deep and 400 feet wide across 
the ocean bar at Beaufort Inlet, thence same depth and 300 feet wide to the 
marine terminals at Morehead City, enlarged to 600 feet to form a turning basin 
at that point, and for construction of jetties at the inlet; for a channel 12 feet 
deep and 100 feet wide from the 30-foot channel to Sixth Street, Morehead City, 
thence same depth and 200 to 400 feet wide to Tenth Street, thence 6 feet deep 
and 75 feet wide to deep water in Bogue Sound. 
Variation of water surface 

Two and five-tenths feet at Morehead City and 3.5 feet at the inlet. 
Progress 

The existing project is 100 percent complete. The part of the existing project 
providing for a 12-foot channel to Morehead City, thence a 6-foot channel west- 
ward to Bogue Sound was completed in 1931; the part providing for the 30- 
foot channel to the terminals was completed in 1936. Construction of the 
jetties proposed for Beaufort Inlet has been indefinitely deferred. 
Controlling depth 

Thirty feet in the ocean-bar channel; 30.0 feet in the 30-foot channel (inside 
to the terminals at Morehead City; 10.9 feet from deepwater in the outer harbor 
to the foot of Tenth Street, Morehead City, and thence 4.0 feet westward to Bogue 
Sound. 


1 These items not included in computing the percentage of completion. 


toh 





. Wil- 
1es at 
River, 
| con- 
for a 
‘Cape 
.bove. 


)-foot 
1948. 
rway 
y 400 
roach 
0 the 
» feet 
In- 
de of 
toa 
ning 
to 34 


et at 


et at 


t, in- 
25.0 
d 9.2 


930; 
‘TOSS 

the 
asin 
feet 
Jity, 
deep 


ject 
rest- 
30- 
the 


side 
‘bor 
gue 





Sal Me SBN AR aD ES el acl 





ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 331 


Cost to date 

Cost of construction to date, $613,106.40, 

From the above, you may see that the projects are rather old projects 
and have been under construction in some form for considerable time. 

The project at Wilmington Harbor was first given Federal aid in 
1829. These projects, over the years, have been of considerable value 
to the State of North Carolina, and from present trends appear to be 
of growing value in handling North Carolina products for export and 
bringing in imports for North Carolina const mption. 

To further the economic development of this State through the use 
of deep water ports, the State itself has invested at Morehead City 
some $3 million, and at Wilmington $4.5 million, building two modern 
deepwater terminals. It is to be expected that considerably more 
monies will be spent by the State in expanding these fac ilities. 

In addition to State expenditures, many millions of dollars have 
been spent in Wilmington for privately owned oil terminals and fer- 
tilizer plants, and at Morehead City one large oil terminal handling 
aviation fuels for our Armed Forces has been privately constructed. 

In addition to private use of these deepwater ports, our Armed 
Forces put them to considerable use. In Morehead City, the port is 
continuously being used by the Marine Corps in loading out for 
landing exercises. In the port of W ilmington, a $25 million ammuni- 
tion loading point has just been built and it is expected that consid- 
erable use will be made of this project by the armed services. 

The money spent by the Federal Government on these projects has 
been returned in economic good over a period of years many, many 
times. 

It is hoped that the Federal Government will see fit to continue its 
policy of Federal aid for the deepwater ports of this State. 

There is at the present time in the Bureau of the Budget, already 
approved by the Chief of Engineers, a project to deepen ‘the harbor 
at Morehead City from 30 feet to 35 feet. It is hoped that in the 
next congressional year approval of this project is obtained and that 
moneys will be appropriated by Congress for deepening of the Wil- 
mington harbor from 32 feet to 34 feet. 

Mr. Jones. Let me ask a question here. I see by the report of the 
Corps of Engineers on page 26 it states: 

Morehead City harbor: To determine feasibility of providing enlargement in 
turning basin and increased depth from the present 30-foot deep channel. 

Do you recall the authorization of the project ? 

Mr. Marr. It has not been authorized by Congress. 

Mr. Jones. You mean the project ? 

Mr. Marr. From 30 to 35 feet. 

Mr. Jones. I notice on October 6, 1954, the Chief of Engineers 
recommended and the report was submitted to the Bureau of the 
Budget on October 26, 1954. Do you know what type of report 
it had reference to? 

Mr. Marr. It had reference to this 35-foot channel project. 

Mr. Jones Is it a survey report or a request for appropriated funds 

Mr. Marr. It was to Congress for approval or for authorization as 
an approved project. 

Mr. Jones. An amended authorization ? 


? 
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Mr. Marr. Yes; they already have a 30-foot project but do not have 
a 35-foot one. 

Mr. Jones. In other words, it was originally authorized for 30 feet ? 

Mr. Marr. That’s right. 

Mr. Jones. And now you are seeking an amendment to 35 feet ? 

Mr. Marr. And that has been approved by the Corps of Engineers. 
I believe it will come up before Congress at ‘the next session. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Marr. In Wilmington, just to go on a little further, the project 
to 34 feet has been approved since 1950. No moneys were appropri- 
ated until the last session of Congress, when $500,000 was appropriated 
for the commencement of work on that project. 

Mr. Jones. Work or planning? 

Mr. Marr. Work. 

It is hoped that appropriations will continue so that this task we 
have done this year may be completed without delay. These deepen- 
ing projects are of vital necessity to our ports because of our in- 
creased traffic in full cargoes carried by deeper-draft vessels now in 
operation. 

The recommendations 1, 2, 3, 7, and 8, made by the Hoover Com- 
mission on Water Resources and Power, when viewed from the angle 
of navigation are, with the exceptions of 1-C and 8, generally 
acceptable. 

tecommendation 1-C must be spelled out and defined to a much 
greater extent than it is now. It is true that some means must be 
devised to allow our limited Federal funds to be spent on projects 
giving wide economic benefits and not frittered away on small projects 
of purely local interest, but I do not believe that the wording of 1-C 
accomplishes this. 

Then, too, there is the question of Federal aid for enterprises such 
as the Delaware River deepening, which brings in the question of 
benefits for private industry. Again, I do not believe that recom- 
mendation 1—C would solve this question. 

In recommendation 8, another controversial subject is covered by 
a broad statement. I feel that a user charge placed on our inland 
waterways opens the door to a user charge being placed on our deep- 
water ports, the air and many other of our avenues of transportation, 
thus causing a most confused and disagreeable situation. 

That is all I have. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, Mr. Marr. 

Mr. Lipscomb? 

Mr. Liescoms. No questions. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you — much, Mr. Marr. 

Our next witness is Mr. Clyde P. Patton, executive director of the 
Wildlife Resources Commission of the State of North Carolina. 


STATEMENT OF CLYDE P. PATTON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, WILD- 
LIFE RESOURCES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF NORTH 
CAROLINA 


Mr. Parron. Mr. Chairman, I have a brief statement here from the 
wildlife commission which I would like to file with the committee 
and refrain from making it orally. 

Mr. Jonrs. Will you let the committee examine it, please? 
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Mr. Parron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. This deals with the recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission, which is pertinent to our inquiry, so I wish you would 
read it. 

Mr. Patron. Yes, sir. 

I would like to say in all respects this is a comment of the wildlife 
resources commission on on proposals of the Hoover Commission. 

Recommendation No: 

(a) Both fish and wildlife, especially waterfowl, depend directly 
upon an adequate supply of suitable water. Economically, fish and 
game are worth at least $100 million in business annually in North 
Carolina alone. Ona national basis it has been reliably estimated that 
the total business value of fish and game is in excess of nine billions 
annually. Thus their welfare affects directly national economic 
growth, strength, and general welfare. 

(6) It is apparent that water-resources development can be most 
efficiently carried on through a drainage-area system. Each drainage 
area is a separate entity, and each has its peculiar problems. Each 
should be studied and managed separately under an overall program. 

(c) Where several States are involved in the same drainage area, 
Federal responsibility would be needed to develop such an area suc- 
cessfully. It seems essential, however, that under such an arrange- 
ment the responsibilities and duties of State and Federal Govern- 
ment should be clearly defined to prevent conflict of policy and over- 
lapping of jurisdictional responsibility. 

(d) The wildlife resources commission concurs in the recommenda- 
tion. 

(e) Provision of advisory assistance by the Federal Government 
to a State or agency requesting it should be made mandatory. 

(f) It has been noted and we have no comment. 

(7) It has been noted and we have no comment. 

(h) This appears to be economically sound. It would, for example, 
relieve certain power projects of the necessity of using water solely 
to produce power revenue at such times when water might otherwise 
need to be diverted for the welfare of fish species indigenous to the 
stream or watershed involved, or for irrigation, human consumption, 
industry, and recreation. 

(2) Noted with no comment. 

Recommendation No. 2: Noted with no comment. 

Recommendation No. 3: Information needed to evaluate the merits 
of water development projects ought to be available from various Gov- 
ernment agencies already in existence, in particular those involved in 
conservation of natural resources. 

Recommendation No. 4: Noted. 

Recommendation No. 5: Noted without comment. 

Recommendation No. 6: Flood control at the headwater level is tied 
inseparably with agricultural activities, and it seems logical that such 
activity ought to be under the direction of an agricultural agency. Be- 

cause of the direct association between agric culture and headwater 
flood control it appears that this activity is remote from the function 
of the Corps of Engineers. More than 90 percent of all game is pro- 
duced on agricultural land, and agricultural practices have a direct 
effect on wildlife populations. Further, silt is one of the critical prob- 
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lems in fish management. Silt pollution can be abated only by sound 
farming practices. 

Recommendation No. 7: It is apparent that this recommendation 
would give extremely broad, almost dictatorial powers to the Chief of 
Engineers regardless of how well informed he might be on the relative 
merits of a proposed project. 

Recommendation No. 8: Noted with no comment. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Patton. 

Do you have any questions? 

Mr. Lirscoms. No questions. 

Mr. Jones. Our next witness will be Mr. E. C. Hubbard, executive 
secretary of the State stream sanitation committee. 


STATEMENT OF E. C. HUBBARD, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, STATE 
STREAM SANITATION COMMITTEE 


Mr. Hussarp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. 

Mr. Jones. We are glad to see you, Mr. Hubbard. 

Mr. Husrarp. Mr. Chairman, I have a rather detailed statement 
which I would like to read. 

Mr. Jones. Very well. 

Mr. Hunparp. In consideration of the responsibilities of the North 
Carolina State Stream Sanitation Committee in the protection of the 
water resources of the State, we are vitally interested in the recom- 
mendations contained in the Report of the Commission on Organiza- 
tion of the Executive Branch of the Government as they relate to the 
protection and development of our water resources. A study has, there- 
fore, been made of the Commission’s recommendations and it is de- 
sired to offer comments and observations with reference to those aspects 
of the proposed water-resources program which may be applicable to 
the development and execution of our program. 

The development, utilization, and control of the water resources 
of the Nation are of vital concern to the Federal Government as well 
as to the various State and local governmental agencies concerned with 
the problem. In the past there have been too many instances in which 
a lack of public interest has materially retarded water-resources devel- 
opment, whereas in other instances there has been undue duplication 
of efforts, if not forthright competition, between the various Federal 
agencies engaged in programs relating to the development and protec- 
tion of water resources. ‘There have also been instances in which the 
Federal agencies concerned with the development of these resources 
have failed in their responsibility to the interested State and local 
governmental agencies by not coordinating their programs with those 
of the States and by failing to give full consideration to the effects of 
a particular project upon other stream uses. 

In view of the above situation and in consideration of recommenda- 
tion No. 1, we believe it would be appropriate and beneficial for the 
Federal Government to formulate and adopt a comprehensive national 
water resources policy with reference to the development, utilization, 
and protection of the Nation’s water resources. The policy should 
clearly define the Federal Government’s participation in this activity 
and should provide for maximum cooperation and coordination among 
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the various Federal, State, and local governmental agencies in the 
execution of the program. Existing Federal agencies having either 
actual or assumed responsibility for any phase of water-resource de- 
velopment or control should coordinate their activities with those of 
State and local governmental agencies in order to eliminate wasteful 
duplication and to assure full consideration of all aspects of the 
problem. 

With reference to the nine points on which it is proposed to develop 
the water policy, we wish to offer the following comments on points 
(b), (e), (d), and (e): 

Point (6): In order to establish an effective program of water- 
resource development, we believe it is imperative that such develop- 
ment must be undertaken by drainage areas. Optimum development 
cannot be obtained unless the whole stream is considered as a unit and 
a comprehensive plan is developed for the entire watershed area. 

Point (c): Where the national interest is involved the Federal 
Government should assume the responsibility for development; how- 
ever, in all cases the interest of the States, localities, and private citi- 
zens should be recognized and protected as far as possible. Local proj- 
ects should be encouraged and Federal investments, if available. should 
be used to stimulate such action. 

Point (d): We concur with this recommendation. It is imper- 
ative that the constitutional rights and responsibilities of the States 
and local governments be assured maximum protection in the de- 
velopment, utilization, and control of water resources within their 
boundaries. 

Point (e): In order that local projects may be encouraged and to 
assure that such projects will not be inconsistent with a reasonable 
plan for the development of a particular water resource and are not 
opposed to the Nation’s needs as a whole, the Federal Government 
should provide adequate technical-advisory services. These services 
should, however, be channeled through the appropriate agencies and 
should not be duplicated by several agencies. 

Recommendation No. 2 of the report refers to the establishment 
of a Water Resources Board. We believe that such a Board should 
be created for the purpose of advising the President and the Congress 
concerning the broad policies for the development of water resources 
and to coordinate and more clearly define the duties and activities of 
the various Federal agencies concerned. There is at present con- 
siderable overlapping of duties and activities on the Federal level 
which sometimes leads to confusion and conflict in the development of 
their respective programs. It is not intended that the Water Re- 
sources Board should assume the responsibility for administering 
all of these activities, but a clear definition of the duties and re- 
sponsibilities of each Federal agency, giving due consideration to 
their primary interest, would tend to lessen duplication of action and 
eliminate confusion. 

Recommendation No. 3 relates to the staff of the Bureau of the 
Budget. It is our opinion that the staff of this agency should be 
adequate to permit a proper evaluation of the economic justification 
and financial feasibility of the water-development projects presented 
to it for appropriations. However, the conclusions reached by this 
staff should not exclude congressional consideration of the recom- 
mendations and conclusions offered by other Federal agencies or by 
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State and local governmental agencies having primary interest in and 
responsibility for such projects. 

In addition to the foregoing comments concerning the recommenda- 
tions of the Commission, the following statements are offered with 
reference to the water pollution control features of water resource 
dev elopments : : 

The Commission’s report does little more than refer to this aspect 
of the problem, although President Eisenhower in his state of the 
Union message on January 6 called for— 

* * * strengthened programs to combat the increasingly serious pollution of 
our rivers and streams * * *. 


In the same message he said that— 


* * * $12 billion will be expended in 1955 for the development of land, water, 
and other resources; control of floods; navigation, and harbor improvements ; 
construction of roads, schools, and municipal-water supplies, and disposal of 
domestic and industrial wastes * * *. 

As evidence of the interest in Congress in the subject of stream 
pollution, Senator Edward Martin, of “Pennsy lvania, had this to say, 
in part, in introducing a measure for himself and others: 

The bill I have introduced concerning stream-pollution control is designed 
to safeguard the Nation’s health and to preserve one of our most vital natural 
resources. The bill provides for continuing the Public Health Service activities 
initiated under the Water Pollution Control Act of 1948. Based on experience 
gained under the present act—which expires June 30, 1956—the bill provides for 
a permanent, continuing program, incorporating several modifications to strength- 
en the national program and to facilitate cooperative efforts with the States, 
interstate agencies, and industry. The bill would continue to vest in the States 
the primary responsibility for water-pollution control, with the Federal effort 
directed to the role of research, professional consultation, and control over inter- 
state pollution problems. Of our natural resources, water has become the No. 1 
concern of the Nation * * *. 

The States throughout the Nation have also recognized the role of 
water-pollution control in the development and preservation of our 
water resources. Most of the States now have active control programs 
and are expending considerable funds in the execution of such 
programs. 

In North Carolina the stream-sanitation program was authorized by 
legislation adopted by the 1951 general assembly, which provides that 
it is the declared policy of the State that the water resources of North 

Carolina shall be prudently utilized in the best interest of the people. 
To accomplish this policy the general assembly created the State 
stream sanitation committee and charged it with the responsibility of 
establishing and maintaining, in accordance with the authority and 
requirements of the ac t, a program of stream sanitation designed to 
protect the water requirements for health, recreation, fishing, agri- 
culture, industry, and animal life. 

The State stream sanitation committee is endeavoring to carry out 
the intent of the Stream Sanitation Act and has developed a stream 

study and pollution control program. This program is designed to 
provide information relative to existing stream conditions, w ater uses, 
land uses, and pollution sources necessary to the prepar ation of pase 
prehensive basinwide pollution reports and the assignment of classi- 
fications and water quality standards to the waters of the State. 

The committee has also made encouraging progress toward estab- 
lishing a cooperative program with municipalities, industries, and 
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id others designed to correct the pollution of North Carolina streams in a 

definite and orderly manner. New pollution resulting from new in- 

A- dustries, new municipal systems, and the expansion of existing munic- 

‘h ipal and industrial systems is being corrected at its source prior to 
28 : reaching the streams. 

| The study and classification of all of the State’s waters or the corree- 

ct tion of existing pollution will not be accomplished overnight. Under 

1e ; the requirements of our present statute, considerable time will be re- 

quired to complete the stream studies and assign classifications to all 

of of the waters. Likewise, the correction of existing stream pollution 

. by treatment works will be expensive and will require years for com- 


pletion; however, definite progress is being made in the planning, 
designing, and construction of remedial works. 


ue River basins in which pollution is most critical with relation to 
of ; water uses are being given first consideration by the committee. The 

d Yadkin River Basin has been the first to be studied and classified. 
nm . However, detail studies have been either completed or initiated in 
y; the White Oak, Chowan, Roanoke, French Broad-Pigeon, Neuse, and 

. Cape Fear River Basins. Thus far streams in 13.73 percent of the 

State have been assigned classifications. Detail studies have been 
‘ completed, reports prepared and classification hearings held on the 
eg White Oak River Basin comprising 2.56 percent of the State, while 
ce similar reports are under preparation for streams in 23.1 percent of 
or the area of the State, and studies are now underway in additional 
areas constituting 27.1 percent of the State. Thus studies have either 
es been completed or have been started on watersheds comprising 66.5 
rt percent of the entire area of the State, leaving only 33.5 percent of 
r the State in which no study work has been initiated. This phase of 
t the program is being carried on as rapidly as possible with the funds 

and personnel available. 
of ORGANIZATION 
Ir 
ns The State stream sanitation committee is the administrative agency 
ch created by the State. It is charged with the responsibility of estab- 

lishing and carrying out an effective stream pollution study and con- 
vy trol program. The committee is set up within the State board of 
at . health and its work has been integrated with the programs of that 
th agency in order to avoid as far as possible any duplication of effort. 
e. The committee is composed of eight members as follows: The chief 
te engineer of the State board of health, ex officio; the chief engineer of 
of ; the division of water resources, inlets, and coastal waterways, State 
id ; department of conservation and development, ex officio; and six mem- 
to ' bers appointed by the Governor. The appointed members represent 
rl- municipalities, fish and wildlife, agriculture, and industry. 

The staff of the committee includes, in addition to the executive 
ut secretary, 6 sanitary engineers, 8 chemists, 6 laboratory technicians, 
m . 1 draftsman, and 3 secretaries. The State appropriation for oper- 
to ne the stream pollution control program during the current year 
Sy is $142,943. These services and funds are those provided by the State 5 
n- i and do not include matching Federal funds contributed by the United 
si- States Geological Survey and certain equipment and services which 


are made available to us through the United States Public Health 
b- Service. 
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OBJECTIVES OF PROGRAM 


The stream-pollution program, as authorized by the statute, for 
North Carolina is based upon the concept that surface waters have a 
variety of uses which in the interest of the public are reasonable and 
necessary. Under such a program the primary objective sought is 
the restoration of the waters under consideration to a condition 
suitable for the uses and needs common to the locality or region, or 
their maintenance in an acceptable condition for such uses. In gen- 
eral, these uses include the following: 

1. Source of water supply for domestic and industrial uses; 

Bathing, and the enjoyment of scenic qualities of the water ; 

The propagation and maintenance of fish, animal and other 
aquatic life; 

4. Irrigation and stock watering; 

Navigation and the generation of power; 

The ultimate disposal of municipal sewage and industrial wastes. 

In carrying out the objectives of the stream pollution control pro- 
gram, the committee, in accordance with the procedural requirements 
of the statute, is required : 

1. To develop and adopt, after proper study, a series of stream 
classifications and water quality standards applicable to each classifi- 

cation, which may be used for the purpose of classifying the waters in 
icshaitnas with an existing or a contemplated “best usage” to be made 
on the various waters of | the State ; 

To make detail comprehensive pollution studies of the State, 
prepare and issue reports of such studies and to identify separately 
such waters as the committee believes ought to be classified separately 
in order to provide water of suitable quality to meet the needs of the 
public; 

To assign to the various waters of the State, after public hear- 
ings, such classifications and water-quality standards as the committee 
deems proper in the public interest; and 

4. To develop and execute a progr im of stream-pollution abatement 
in order that the quality of our waters may be improved to the extent 
that they will satisfactorily serve the needs of the people. 


PROGRESS OF PROGRAM 


The committee has made every effort possible, within the limits of 
its funds and personnel, to establish an effective stream-pollution 
study and control program which will lead to the classification of all 
the State’s waters and the reduction of pollution therein to the extent 
that same will meet the needs of the people and encourage the economic 
growth of the State. It is recognized that any comprehensive pro- 
gram of stream sanitation must, because of the economics involved and 
the time required to carry out the detail studies necessary to evaluate 
existing stream conditions, uses, and so forth, to hold public hearings, 
and to assign classific ations to all of the waters in the State, be estab- 
lished as a long-range program. The law, therefore, provides for 
carrying on the several aspects of the program simultaneously. The 
progress made to date in each major area of activity is discussed below. 
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Development and adoption of classification and standards 
7 } 4 


The program is based upon the principle of classifying the waters 
according to the reasonable and necessary uses they must serve. ‘This 
obviously necessitated the development and adoption of, after public 
hearings, a series of stream classifications and water-quality standards 
applic: able to each such classification. Such standards constitute the 
baseline for any correctional measures necessary to the maintenance 
of desirable stream conditions. In view of this and since there were 
many important factors to be considered, such as present and contem- 
plated uses of the waters, the extent to which the waters are already 
receiving sewage and other wastes, and the economics involved in 
undertaking remedial measures, the committee sought and received 
the constructive assistance of interested groups in the development 
of the classification-standards system for the State. 

Following the development of suggested classifications and water- 
quality standards applicable thereto, public hearings for the purpose 
of presenting them to the citizens of the State were held at five loca- 
tions throughout the State. On November 19, 1953, the committee 
officially adopted “Classifications and water-quality standards and the 
rules and regulations relating to classifying and assigning water- 
quality standards to the waters of North Carolina.” These have been 
filed in the office of the secretary of state and have been given wide 
circulation. 

Stream study and classification activities , 

As indicated above, one of the important duties of the committee is 
to conduct detail comprehensive studies of the waters of the State and 
to separately identify all such waters as the committee believes ought 
to be studied and classified separately. This work has been in progress 
since the spring of 1952 and pollution studies have either been com- 
pleted or are underway on the Yadkin, Roanoke, Chowan, White Oak, 
Neuse, Cape Fear, and French Broad-Pigeon River Basins. 

Stream pollution abatement activities 


The State recognizes that any comprehensive program of stream 
sanitation must be established as a long-range program because of 
the economics involved and the time required to carry out the studies 
necessary to properly evaluate existing stream conditions, uses, ete. 
It, accordingly, provides for the encouragement of voluntary pollu- 
tion abatement projects and provides for the issuance of certificates 
of approval covering such projects. Since the initiation of the pro- 
gram the committee’s staff has spent considerable time and effort in 
promoting voluntary action on the part of municipalities and indus- 
tries toward the development and execution of remedial measures. 
This phase of the program has been developed as a cooperative pro- 
gram and has aaa in encouraging improvements from the stand- 
point of new and improved waste and sewage treatment facilities 
throughout the State. To date the committee has issued certificates 
of approval covering 22 sewage and waste treatment projects. Con- 
struction has been completed on 26 projects costing an estimated $4 
million; construction is now underway on 16 projects having an esti- 
mated total cost of $11 million; and active planning has either been 
completed or is underway in connection with an additional 24 projects. 
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The above-mentioned projects represent a considerable and admir- 
able effort on the part of the municipalities and industries concerned. 
They also emphasize the willingness of the people of the State to: 
assume their responsibility in correcting stream pollution. 


Promotional and educational activities 

In addition to the formal activities of the committee presented else- 
where in this report, considerable thought and time have been given 
to the continuation of the promotional and educational programs 
begun in the early days of the committee’s existence. Educational 
work is being carried on through talks before various groups, meetings 
with municipal boards, newspaper releases, radio and television pro- 
grams, and participation in organized schools for water, sewage, and 
industrial waste treatment plant operators. Promotional activities 
with respect to pollution control and pollution abatement works have 
been handled cena direct assistance to and contact with State, 
municipal, and industrial officials and their consulting engineers. 
Close working relationships have been developed with other State 
and Federal agencies, particularly with the State board of health, the 
North Carolina Wildlife Commission, and the State department of 
conservation and development, with reference to new industrial plant 
sites and problems involving the disposal of sewage and industrial 
wastes. 

During the past 2 years an education booklet entitled “Tar Heel 
Waters” was prepared and published by the committee. This, to- 
gether with other similar literature, has been given wide distribution 
throughout our public schools and to the membership of many of our 
civic and professional clubs. The bulletin Tar Heel Waters is avail- 
able to individuals, groups, and schools upon request. 


FEDERAL PARTICIPATION 


The statute under which the North Carolina program is being de- 
veloped recognizes the interest of the Federal Government in the pres- 
ervation of water resources through Public Law 845, known as the 
Federal Pollution Control Act, passed by the United States Congress 
in 1948. This statute is administered by the Public Health Service 
of the United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
and provides for the effective cooperation of that agency with the 
State agencies in the administration of all matters covered by Public 
Law 845 pertaining to water quality in interstate streams. 

The Public Health Service has established personnel and facilities 
on a regional basis for the purpose of working with the appropriate 
State water pollution control agencies in the conduct of acai the 
development of comprehensive stream-pollution reports, rendering 
assistance by assigning technical personnel and laboratory units for 
use by the States in conducting stream-study programs, and by as- 
sisting with the interpretation and compilation of stream-survey data 
used in preparing detail river-basin reports. 

The cooperation of the Public Health Service with the State stream 
sanitation committee and the material assistance given thus far have 
been of much benefit in the initiation and conduct of our program. 
We, therefore, feel that the program should be continued, particu- 
Jarly insofar as it relates to education of the public concerning the 
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needs for stream pollution control, assistance with special pollution 
problems, and development of industrial waste treatment methods 
and laboratory techniques through research. Such services are of 
great value to the State water pollution contrul agencies and should 
be maintained. 

The State stream-sanitation committee also has a cooperative pro- 
gram with the United States Geological Survey under which that 
office conducts stream-flow measurements and other work necessary 
to furnishing the committee with the various hydrological data re- 
quired in connection with comprehensive studies of the streams under 
consideration. The total annual cost of this program is $20,000, which 
is divided equally between the State and Federal Government. This 
program has been of major benefit to the State agency and has proved 
quite satisfactory. 

The water-pollution-control programs of the various States, with 
similar objectives, lend themselves to cooperative action in securing 
abatement of pollution of interstate streams. Existing Federal legis- 
lation, with the approval of the Congress, permits the formation of 
interstate pollution-abatement compacts where such are deemed desir- 
able to secure cooperative action. However, the objectives of such 
compacts may be prevented from full attainment or nullified by the 
actions of uncorrelated water-resources activities of other agencies. 
A comprehensive national water-resources policy administered by a 
water-resources board should fill a present gap between the interested 
Federal, State, and local agencies and permit an equitable develop- 
ment of all the stated objectives. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my statement. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Hubbard, one of the most interesting witnesses we 
had up in Pennsylvania was a representative of the Brandywine River 
area. It is phenomenal what they have been able to acc omplish in the 
Brandywine River in abating pollution and in the overall work of 
rehabilitating the stream. It is one of those sad cases where they 
started with a bad stream and had to go backward instead of pre- 
venting the situation before it happened. 

I would like to refer you to that project for your information. 

Mr. Hupparp. Yes, sir. I am familiar, to some extent, with that. 
It is a beautiful piece of work. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Lipscomb, any questions? 

Mr. Lipscoms. No questions. 

Mr. Jones. The committee will recess for lunch until 1:30 

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p. m., the subcommittee recessed until 1:30 
p. m. of the same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Jones. The hearing will come to order. 
All right, Dr. Norton, we will be glad to hear you, sir. You may 
proceed. 


STATEMENT OF J. W. R. NORTON, M. D., SECRETARY AND STATE 
HEALTH OFFICER, NORTH CAROLINA STATE BOARD OF HEALTH 


Dr. Norron. Chairman Jones and Congressman Lipscomb, I am 
Dr. J. W. R. Norton, secretary and State health officer of the North 
Carolina State Board of Health. 
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I have been asked to comment on parts of recommendations 1, 2, 
and 3. I would like to make a couple of general statements here. 

Mr. Jones. Could you identify yourself as to the official position 
you occupy with your national organization ‘ 

Dr. Norron. Yes, sir. I am this year president of the Association 
of State and Territorial Health Officers. 

Mr. Jones. But this statement is given by you as State health officer 
of the North Carolina State Board of Health ? 

Dr. Norron. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. And you are not speaking as a representative of your 
national organization ? 

Dr. Norron. That is right. 

J just want to comment on a couple of items that have been referred 
to before. That is, we have had 3 years of unusual drought, which 
emphasizes to us the problem of water shortage. Then w ith four ve ry 
severe and destructive hurricanes we have had emphasized to us the 
problem of water in excess in certain areas, and salt water in some 
cases, which made the problem difficult to handle. 

For several years several of the State agencies and a great many 
private industries have been greatly interested in this problem. We 
are delighted that the Congress is interested in this matter. 

The State board of health and the department of conservation and 
development have been working together, particularly from the stand- 
point of their responsibilities, and then the stream sanitation com- 
mission, and later on the board of water commissioners, which indi- 

cates the interest that the State has had in it. We have also been for- 
tunate in that whereas for a good many years we had practically all 
row crops with a quick runoff, now we are having more and more pas- 
tures and more reforestation and emphasizing the necessity of storage 
in the soil and proper soil use. Those are indications that the State 
is doing as much as it can at the moment, and we do welcome Federal 
interest and cooperation. 

I have a very brief statement here and I will merely read the sum- 
mary : and then pass on the general statement for the record. 

Zecommendation No. 1: We believe that the formulation and adop- 
eben of a national water policy by the Congress of the United States 
would be desirable and helpful to the States and the agencies con- 
cerned. Such a policy, assuring the development of the water re- 
sources of their maximum benefit to the Nation as a whole and to the 
legitimate users, should contribute to the economic growth and devel- 
opment of our State. Such a policy should recognize the necessity 
for adequate supplies of clean water to be used as sources of public 
and industrial water supplies. Public health—and I mean human 
health, particularly—should be given top priority in determining 
benefits to be derived from any program of water-resource de- 
velopment. 

We are also in agreement with recommendation 1 (d). State laws 
and constitutional rights shon!d also be respected and State agencies 
concerned with water-resource problems and their uses should be 
consulted before the agencies of the Federal Government make 
decisions regarding these water resources. 

With regard to recommendation 1 (gz), ths at one Federal agency be 
made responsible for collecting and reviewing the adequacy of hydro- 
logic data, we would also strongly recommend that the Public Health 
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Service of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare be 
designated as the Federal agency to de: il with the States on problems 
of water quality and public-health needs. 

The Federal Government should not assume administrative responsi- 
bilities over the States in the development of water resources within 
the States, but the policy should be to coordinate the activities and 
interests of the various local, State, and Federal agencies in the execu- 
tion of a national water policy. 

Recommendation No. 2: We concur with this recommendation and 
believe that much confusion and delay now being experienced, caused 
by the overlapping of various Federal agencies’ activities in the field 
of public water supply and public-he alth protection, could be elim- 
inated by a water policy board assigning those activities in their par- 

ticular field to the governmental agencies presently concerned with 
water resources. 

Recommendation No. 3: We are not familiar with all of the fune- 
tions of the Bureau of the Budget but would like to make the follow- 
ing comments regarding this section. It would appear to be logical 
that the Bureau be staffed with professional people competent to 
review the projects submitted to the Budget Bureau. We cannot 

see the wisdom in assigning to the Budget Bureau a professional staff 

of people familiar with water resource problems to evaluate the 
merit of projects subitted. This to us would appear to be a duplica- 
tion. The recommendations of the technical experts of the various 
Federal agencies should not be overlooked and, if additional justi- 
fication is needed, the agency submitting the project should be called 
upon for such justification. We be lieve that competent personnel, 
presently employed in a given agency, who spend their entire time 
studying, appraising, and working with the States in the develop- 
ment of the State progr am relating to some phase of water resource 
use and development would be better informed as to the particular 
needs and overall merit of such a project than would some other 
person merely because he is employed by the Budget Bureau. 

It would seem to us that the Congress of the United States should 
determine the merit of projects submitted for their consideration and 
if an appropriation is made, that the Budget Bureau confine itself to 
seeing that the money is spent wisely for the project for which the 
money was appropriated. It might also be considered a function of 
the Advisory Board, referred to in recommendation No. 2 above, to 
consider and make recommendations regarding the merit of the 
projects under consideration and after consultation with the States 
or Federal agencies involved make recommendations regarding the 
final position of the project submitted. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. Your other statement will be 
made a part of the record at this point. 

(The prepared statement of Dr. Norton is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF J. W. R. Norton, M. D., SECRETARY AND HEALTH OFFICER, 
NortH CAROLINA State Boarp or HEALTH 


The following statements in reply to the recommendations of the Commission 
on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government as contained in 
their report Water Resources and Power are based on our interest in the publie 
health aspects of water resource development. 

Recognizing that water serves many uses, irrigation, industry, agriculture, 
recreation and above all provides one of the absolute necessities of life, we, in 
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public health, are vitally interested in any policy or program of the Federal 
Government dealing with the development or control of water resources. The 
State health officers of the United States must be concerned, not only with the 
adequacy and availability of clean water for domestic uses and the sustenance 
of life, but also in seeing that our available water supplies are not allowed to 
deteriorate to the point where they cannot be treated and made safe to drink. 
Water kept suitable for domestic purposes will also meet most other quality 
requirements. 

As mentioned above, there are many other legitimate uses and users of our 
water resources. Industry and agriculture have an enormous stake in this 
problem of water. All of these users have rights which must be properly con- 
sidered and appraised in the development of any water policy. The overall 
effects on our State and national economic growth, strength and public welfare 
cannot be overlooked in the consideration of the control of our water resources. 

We believe that the establishment of a national water policy by Congress, 
which would take into consideration the constitutional rights of the States and 
their citizens, could be of help in the proper development and use of our water 
resources. The absence of a clear-cut, well-defined policy has had its effect on 
the public water supply problem in at least one instance in North Carolina. 

The permission granted by the Federal Power Commission to the Virginia 
Electric & Power Co. to construct a series of three dams on the Roanoke River 
was given without notice being received by the State board of health of hearings 
or proposed action, with the subsequent creation of considerable concern on our 
part as to the quality of the public and industrial water supplies at Roanoke 
Rapids and Weldon. Conferences and hearings, subsequent to the original 
action, have somewhat relieved this situation, but we are not certain that the 
recommendations to be followed will insure a public water supply of the quality 
desired and which was available prior to the construction of these dams. This is 
an example of lack of cooperation between Federal agencies and States and 
the failure to recognize fully the rights of all users. 

The State of North Carolina has laws placing the responsibility for the pro- 
tection of public water supplies on the State board of health and on the person 
or persons supplying the water. Federal policy should recognize these laws 
and the responsibilties of the State agencies involved. This is referred to in 
recommendation 1 (d) of the report, and if followed or clearly defined as part 
of the Federal policy should be of assistance to us, if public water supplies are 
recognized as demanding top priority. 

The problem of water quality also is involved in this question, particularly 
where allocation of waters from federally constructed or controlled reservoirs 
may have a serious effect on the downstream users and the economy of certain 
industries. This is a matter with which I am sure the State stream sanitation 
committee is vitally concerned, but the problem of stream sanitation and proper 
water quality is also a concern of the State board of health. 

Because of its great resource of scientific facilities and research agencies, the 
Federal Government is in a position to advise and consult with States and 
designated agencies. This should be made a part of the Federal policy. The 
administration of the water resources within a State should be the function 
of the State and not the Federal Government. 

Reference is made in the report, item 1 (g), that one Federal agency should 
he made responsible for collecting and reviewing the adequacy of hydrologic 
data. There are other problems concerned where water resources are involved. 
I should like to point out the excellent relationship presently existing between 
the United States Public Health Service and the State board of health as an 
example of complete coordination of the activities and interests of the various 
local, State, and Federal agencies. Invaluable assistance has been received 
from the United States Public Health Service on our programs of water supply 
and stream sanitation. Matters relating to public health and public water 
supplies should be handled through the Public Health Service, cooperatively 
with the States. There have been instances of surveys being made of availability 
of water supplies in certain of our municipalities, needs for expansion facilities 
or sources, anticipated improvements, ete., which information was collected 
directly from the municipality and used for governmental purposes. Such in- 
formation has been made available to the United States Public Health Service 
over a period of years through the State board of health. The direct submission 
of such questionnaires, without the knowledge of the State agencies involved 
or concerned, should not be the policy of the Federal Government. The coordi- 
nation of Federal agencies in such a way as to economically and efficiently carry 


<i a PE Sin: ete 


kines. amine ence 


we 


in ail 


— 


rom — was Ver Cr! 


— em te 


a<@a43"9 AR ww - fo me 


& 
—_ 


eh Saad LEI ttl: 


ets 


ia li 


eto 


Pid Sabet 


ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 345 


out the relationships between the Federal Government and the States would 
eliminate confusion and bring about better understanding and cooperation of 
mutual problems. 

The creation of a Water Resources Board should be of value in coordinating 
the activities of the many Federal agencies concerned with water resources, 
and in eliminating the overlapping of functions which now exist. Such a Board 
should assign to those Federal agencies duties and responsibilities in their par- 
ticular field. The Board should also, through other Government resources and 
agencies, be in a position to advise and consult with States and State and local 
agencies, but should not assume administrative control over the development and 
use of water resources within the State. No project, in which the Federal Gov- 
ernment might be interested, should be promoted or developed without first 
consulting and advising with the State and then acting upon the consent of the 
State. 

As mentioned above, the laws of this State require that the protection of public 
water supplies be a responsibility of the State board of he alth. At present we 
have a total of 300 municipally owned public supplies and 35 privately owned 
public supplies serving an estimated population of 1,696,841 people. There are 
also 20 sanitary districts in the State which serve water to the public. Assuming 
a per capita consumption of 100 gallons per person per day (which is low and 
presently increasing), our public supplies are using more than 169,684,000 gallons 
per day. This figure is not large when we consider all other uses, but 41.7 per- 
cent of our State’s population depend on these public sources for their water 
supply. 

It is and has been the purpose of and objective of the State board of health in 
the field of water supply to provide as many of our people as possible with a safe 
and adequate supply of water for their domestic and health needs. Our program 
ealls for close cooperation with our municipalities, local health departments, and 
State and Federal agencies in the promotion and development of more adequate 
public water supplies. It is our responsibility to approve sources of supply, to 
determine their safety for use as drinking-water supplies, and to approve all 
plans for construction of treatment and distribution facilities. It has also been 
one of our functions over the years to assist our municipalities in times of water 
shortages to secure and treat emergency supplies for human consumption. Dur- 
ing the year 1953, we had serious water shortages in 23 towns, and in 1954 short- 
ages in 21 towns. We are constantly working with our municipalities, particu- 
larly those that have experienced shortages, to improve and develop their sources 
of supply. Having an interest in the growth and development of our cities and 
our State, we also recognize that more water—clean water—will be needed for 
this future development as our population increases. Consequently the State 
board of health has for a long number of years been vitally interested in the 
problem of stream pollution and has worked jointly with the State stream sani- 
tation committee and the United States Public Health Service and other State 
agencies to help correct pollution and thus preserve our water resources. 

Our plans for the future are to continue, as we have, in the promotion of public- 
health measures, provision and protection of public water supplies, and stream 
sanitation, to the end that our water resources may be developed and used to the 
greatest benefit of all. 

Any policy developed and any Board established by the Federal Government 
should recognize the duties and responsibilities of the States, should furnish 
technical and consultative advice on water resource problems, but should not 
establish policies on a national level that would in any way interfere with the 
rights of the States in the development of their water resources for the best 
interest of the people of the State. 


Mr. Jonrs. Let me ask you a question on recommendation 2 in your 
sti tement, which appears on page 2. As it appears from your sum- 
mary, you are in agreement that the creation of a Water Board would 
be superimposed upon the various agencies now carrying out water 
responsibilities on a Federal level. 

Dr. Norron. It could serve a coordinating purpose. 

Mr. Jones. To make it effective, and give it such authority that it 
could be a responsible agency of the Government, what authorit y con- 
tained in existing law would you have them take away from the Public 
Health Service? What functions are there now that the Public 
Health Service is carrying on that you would transfer to this Board? 
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Dr. Norton. I do not know enough about all of the laws to answer 
that very well, but I would have an ‘idea that their function might be 
one of coordination and liaison with other agencies, which might be 
better than having the various agencies des aling and working with each 
other in a rather general way without a specific coordinating group 
to tie them together and to avoid duplication. 

Mr. Jones. What you have in mind is a bunch of umpires between 
the agencies. Is that it? How much authority would you give this 
Board? That is the question that is in my mind. If you gave it 
authority you would have to take that away from some existing agen- 
cies of the Government. 

Dr. Norton. I am sorry, but I do not know exactly how would be 
the best way to work it. 

Mr. Liescoms. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. Mr. Lipscomb. 

Mr. Lirscomn. In his prepared statement I think he indicates what 
he believes. Do you mind if I read this? 

Dr. Norton. I appreciate your doing it. 

Mr. Lirscoms. You say: 

The creation of a Water Resources Board should be of value in coordinating 
the activities of the many Federal agencies concerned with water resources, and 
in eliminating the overlapping of functions which now exist. Such a Board 
should assign to those Federal agencies duties and responsibilities in their 
particular field. 

In other words, as the chairman pointed out, it would be sort of 
an umpire, but the agencies and departments would still carry on their 
functions and funnel them into this Water Resources Board. Is that 
your thought here / 

Dr. Norton. Yes, it is. And I should think that such an agency 
could be an information collecting agency and an overall seuay 
agency ; an agency to coordinate and to avoid duplication in the 
rious agencies with which they work, and one also that would assure 
what has been br ought out in some of the other statements here, name- 
ly, avoid having the States and local people working with so many— 

4 or 5 or 6 or more agencies. They can deal with one agency, which 
might simplify it and possibly be economical. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Doctor. Do you have any ques- 
tions, Mr. Lipscomb ? 

Mr. Lipscoms. No questions. 

Mr. Jones. Our next witness is Mr. Ralph Andrews, director of 
the North Carolina Recreation Commission. 

Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Andrews ? 


STATEMENT OF RALPH ANDREWS, DIRECTOR, NORTH CAROLINA 
RECREATION COMMISSION 


Mr. Anprews. Yes, sir. I have. 

Mr. Jones. Do you want to read it or summarize from that state- 
ment / 

Mr. Anprews. I thought I would just make 2 or 3 points from the 
statement and then hand it to you. 

Mr. Jones. Fine. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Anprews. Because of the organiz: ition nature of our commis- 
sion we have put, in answer to the Governor's request or direction, a 
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summary of the purposes and objectives of the North Carolina Recrea- 
tion Commission as they relate to water resources and power. 

It very often is not understood as to the import: int economic re- 
sponsibilities and opportunities that we have in recreation. Last year 

$30 billion was spent in this United States. That is, 12 to 15 percent 
of the posttax income was spent for recreation. With that basis as 
; an understanding, and also with the basic understanding that insofar 
as our recommendations are concerned they had to do with the basic 
organization setup of recommendation No. 1, and not so far as func- 
tional setup is concerned, because we think there are some major adap- 
tations that should be brought out there, and that is included in our 
report. But if the basic organization is one for advisory consultation 
and survey ing purposes and for coordination, then we approve. ‘That 
was on No. 2 We approved of No. 1 as it is. 

Then on No. 3—we were given those three to report on—if that is 
the ordinary procedure of Government we think it would be very 
important that the same procedure be applied to this water resources 
board; that the agency of Government which has to make budget 
decisions should have budget information. We don’t know whether 


| 


ie NO 





or not additional staff would be indicated. 

| We have reported in our account some interest on a number of 
| recreation uses. We have reported on the use of lakes and rivers 
| and coastal areas, and I would like to emphasize a point which may 
be otherwise overlooked. Wherever basins are created, or impound- 


ments are set up, new recreation resources are created, because where 
land joins water we have a new recreation resource. We would like 
) to see some place in this, either through a department, bureau, board 
. or interagency committee, where there is an opportunity for recrea- 
tion to be considered in the early stages of planning, rather than as 
an afterthought or a justification for the cost of the 4 facility as it was 
developed. 
Mr. Jones. Are you satisfied with the Corps of Engineers’ land- 
management policy with respect to recreational development ? 

Mr. Anprews. We feel there could have been some developments 
brought about a little earlier maybe in that, if other experience of 
Government had been available to them. I think you will find in the 
Corps of Engineers that they have adopted some very good policies 
which were already pretty well accepted after experience, for exam- 
ple, by TVA. That would be our thought with regard to our interest 
. in this Water Resources Board. 

Mr. Jones. In other words, place more emphasis on local partici- 
pation in the development of a recreational facility ? 

Mr. Anprews. I had in mind a degree of emphasis—either one or 
the other. I had in mind a consideration in the early stages of plan- 
ning and financing for the recreational factor; because I thought, 
and we thought, it came about sometimes as an afterthought rather 
: than as a plann ed thing. That would take into account the other 
aspects of recreation which we are interested in. 

Mr. Jones. I think you certainly have got a good point. 
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? i Mr. Anprews. On wildlife resources, for example, when they ac- 
{ quire property for impoundment, instead = acquiring a small area 
{ immediately contiguous to the water level, if a greater area could be 
, secured it would make the wildlife resources rina much more prac- 
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Mr. Jones. Do you consult with the Corps of Engineers on the 
classifications of property contiguous with the reservoir area‘ 

Mr. Anprews. We have in several cases. We met with them at the 
early meetings and we are represented on the commission that has 
taken over land from the C Orps | of Engineers, and we have worked 

with them—with Colonel Cooper’s committee. 

Mr. Jones. Is the property you acquire from the Corps of Engineers 
on a leasehold arrangement 

Mr. Anprews. The North Carolina Recreation Commission 1s not 
an operational body; which I was trying to show might be carried 
into a plan similar to that on the Federal level. Because, then we do 
not come into competition with any agency but work with them as 
they develop the recreational activities. 

Mr. Jones. Of the right kind. 

Mr. ANDrReEws. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. That is a very fine statement. 

Mr. Lipscomb ? 

Mr. Lirscoms. No questions. 

Mr. Anprews. I would like to indicate that in North Carolina you 
have the third State commission formed, in point of chronology, and 
maybe 1 of the 2 best ones in point of functioning. You have the 
State commission there. We were the first, in North Carolina, to 
found one. There are about 18 such organizations now. We have 
been in touch with Alabama recently in their attempt to develop legis- 
lation for your State. 

Mr. Jones. Will you be kind enough to supply for the record the 
State statutes which set up and create your responsibility and fune- 
tion ? 

Mr. Anprews. Yes, sir. I have them here. 

Mr. Jones. I would appreciate it if you would, sir. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Andrews. 

Mr. Anprews. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Without objection, the prepared statement of Mr. 
Andrews will be made a part of the record at this point, together with 
the legislation creating the State recreation commission. 

(The decuments referred to are as follows :) 

NORTH CAROLINA RECREATION COMMISSION, 
, Raleigh, N. C., September 26, 1955 

To: Office of the Governor. 

From: Ralph J. Andrews, director, North Carolina Recreation Commission. 
Ex-officio member of the advisory committee to the board of water com- 
missioners. 

Subject: Special congressional study on water resources, September 28-29. 

Included herein, is our attempt to respond to your directions that we (1) 
prepare a statement as to the position of the North Carolina Recreation Com- 
mission on the recommendations which were transmitted to us. These recom- 
mendations concern the congressional subcommittee recommendations 1, 2, 3, 
and 8. It may be possible that, when more full data is made available to this 
office, it will be discovered that the North Carolina Recreation Commission has 
interest in other phases of the congressional study as well as those reported 
in this paper. (2) Pooled data in support of the North Carolina Recreation 
Commission with respect to congressional subcommittee recommendations; (3) 
a brief summary of the purposes and objectives of our agency as to water 
resources and power, our program for carrying out these objectives, and its 
accomplishments and our plans for the future. 
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CONGRESSIONAL SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS ON WATER RESOURCES 


Recommendation No. 1: That the Congress adopt a national water policy 
covering 9 major points. 

The basic functional organizational setup, as proposed in recommendation 
No. 1, appears to the North Carolina Recreation Commission to be correctly 
conceived (see answer to question 2 for further explanation). 

It may be desirable, however, to offer material which may bring about a better 
understanding of the reasons for the support of the North Carolina recreation 
agencies in any approach to the conservation of water resources. Thus it is 
that reference is made to the North Carolina Department of Conservation and 
Development’s report, made in 1955 by the committee on water resources, inlets, 
and coastal waterways. Excerpts from that report are, therefore, hereby 
reproduced for convenient reference. 


USE OF WATER FOR RECREATION 


Responsibility for public recreation: The universal recognition of the responsi- 
bility of the various levels of Government for public recreation is growing 
rapidly. There is increasing recognition that recreation means something more 
than amusement, and that it involves constructive use of leisure time which is 
becoming increasingly available for most people. The growth and development 
of public recreation in the last decade, together with the vast sums that have 
been spent for development of facilities and operation of programs, indicate the 
importance of recreation in the lives of people. 

Recreation in its broadest sense is a continuation or expansion of education 
for adults as well as children. This is as true of the extensive, unorganized 
forms of recreation that involve use of large parks and forest reservations as it is 
of intensively supervised recreation in city playgrounds and community centers. 
Park and playground systems are increasingly being planned for and provided at 
municipal, county, and State levels. In 1945 North Carolina became the first 
State in the Nation offiicially to recognize the importance of recreation by 
creating a State recreation commission, 

Recreational use of lakes.—The recreational use of lakes in North Carolina 
has grown to the proportions of big business. Many lakes have cottages on their 
shores, and thousands of people enjoy fishing, boating, and bathing on their 
waters each year. The demand for lake sites for permanent homes, as well as 
summer cottages, may make profitable the construction of dams to create lakes. 

Lakes have been built in State and National park and forest areas. Fishing, 
boating, bathing are permitted on these waters. The construction of cottages 
on the shores of these lakes, however, has been limited or prohibited in order to 
preserve their undisturbed sylvan settings. 

For receational use, it is desirable that a lake should have relatively pure, 
clear water, fairly constant levels during the recreation season, pleasing outline 
and setting, and good fishing possibilities. 

In North Carolina, there are 198 natural and 170 artificial lakes, along with our 
inlets, rivers, sounds, and 320 miles of shoreline on the Atlantic coast, which 
provide water recreation facilities for millions of people each year. 

There are 28 State and Federal parks, forests, and historical sites, including 
the Great Smoky Mountain National Park and the Blue Ridge Parkway, which 
are the most visited national parks in the United States. There are more 
than 70 lakes with recreational facilities in these parks and forests. 

Recreational use of streams and other water areas.—The streams of North 
Carolina in past years lost much of their value for recreation with the increase 
in urban population and industrial activity which resulted in stream pollution. 
This result reduced the number of desirable species of fish in some places. Pol- 
lution also caused the streams to become unpleasant to sight and smell below 
sewer and industrial waste outfalls. The present program of pollution abate- 
ment, which the State stream sanitation committee is effecting, is beginning 
to bring streams back to greater importance in the receational field. Clean, 
clear water improves the quality and quantity of fishing and makes boating a 
pleasure. 

Recreation is now of such importance that it is provided for, whenever prac- 
ticable, in the planning of flood-control, water-supply, and hydroelectric reser- 
voirs. 

Water areas, including streams, rivers, natural and manmade pools, and 
ocean beaches, have a special recreational appeal. North Carolina is blessed 
with a bountiful supply of these recreational facilities. All water projects 
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should be appraised, realistically and economically, with regard to the probable 
influence on recreational use, fish, and wildlife. 

Classes of recreational facilities—Water recreational facilities can be 
classified in four groups, swimming, boating, fishing, and hunting. Our beaches 
on the Atlantic coast are the greatest attraction for swimming. Boating is 
very popular wherever there are large enough lakes or ponds. However, the 
ocean sounds, rivers, and inland waterways are our greatest playgrounds for 
this sport. The inland waterway from Virginia to South Carolina extends for 
298.8 miles. There are two routes from Norfolk to Albemarle Sound, one via the 
Dismal Swamp, and tiie other via Great Bridge and Coinjock. North Carolina 
waters offer endless variety to sports fishermen. In the mountains, there are 
hundreds of miles of clear mountain steams and 75 lakes, where a dozen species 
of fighting fish may be found. In the Piedmont Plateau area, the rivers, lakes, 
and ponds provide the local angler with several species of fighting fish. 

Coastal area recreational facilities —The coastal area of North Carolina is 
divided into six divisions as follows: (1) Southeastern coast, (2) Cartaret 
coast, (8) central coast, (4) the outer banks, (5) northeastern coast, and (6) 
Currituck coast. 

Coastal fishing grounds offer a wide variety of catches from the ocean. North 
Carolina claims two of the most famous migratory wildfowl hunting grounds 
in the world. One is Lake Mattamuskeet in Hyde County, and the other is the 
Currituck Sound country, known far and wide for both geese and ducks. 
Fish and wildlife constitute a resource of major importance, both commercially 
and from the standpoint of recreation. 

Recreation value of water projects—Water projects can adversely affect 
recreation, fish, and wildlife, and projects should be appraised as to this possi- 
bility. Where commercial hunting, trapping, and fishing are involved, an ap- 
proximate monetary estimate is possible. In general, damages are no more sus- 
ceptible to appraisal than the benefits previously discussed. Inability to evaluate 
damages, however, does not imply that they are unimportant and to be disre- 
garded. Priority of water use, availability of equivalent facilities, economical 
consequences, commitments, and other considerations of present and long-range 
welfare should control the decision. No arbitrary chosen set of monetary values 
can replace the need for sound judgment. 

It is realized that, in some cases, the recreational values of reservoirs have 
been recognized and given weight by Federal agencies in justifying the expendi- 
ture of Government funds for flood control, power development, and soil con- 
servation. The importance of the contribution, which these resources are making 
to the economy and the broadened living opportunity of the citizens of North 
Carolina, should be borne in mind. 

Wildlife resources commission.—The State, realizing the recreational and com- 
mercial importance of fish and wildlife resources, protects and improves these re- 
sources through the wildlife resources commission. The commission is developed 
around a nucleus of five fundamental, essential conservation activities: regula- 
tion, enforcement, education, management, and research. The commission em- 
ploys effectively and economically some 285 paid personnel in rendering maximum 
service to tens of thousands of North Carolina sportsmen. An example of the 
magnitude and efficiency of the Commission’s work is shown by revenue figures 
for fiscal year 1951-52, totaling receipts of $2 million and expenditures in the 
amount of about $2 million. 

Parks and tourists.—Recreation in North Carolina includes many of the Na- 
tion’s greatest resources in which are included the mountains, beaches, natural 
and manmade lakes, National and State parks, and rivers. To facilitate the use 
and enjoyment of these resources, the Division of State Parks operates a diversi- 
fied system of parks. State parks property is valued in excess of $6 million and 
consists of 10 State parks and 7 State historical parks, located from the moun- 
tains to the Atlantic Ocean. The State parks personnel consists of 31 full-time 
and 50 summer-seasonal and additional part-time employees. Attendance at the 
parks from January 1 through September 30, 1954, was in excess of 2 million 
people. Those enjoying water recreation facilities were second in number of 
attendance. The tourist industry receipts amount to more than $400 million 
annually in North Carolina, with the greatest trend toward aquatic recreational 
facilities. It is evident that the State parks facilities for the enjoyment of 
recreation play an important part in this volume of business. 

Recommendation No. 2.—That the creation of a Water Resources Board, by the 
Federal Government, is recommended. 
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The basic organization setup, as proposed in recommendation No. 1, appears 
to the North Carolina Recreation Commission to be correctly conceived if this 
body is to be an advisory, coordinative agency which is to work with all aspects 
of government having to do with water resources, their study, control, develop- 
ment, and use. 

The functional aspects of the proposed board are, as described in the 
task force proposals, so general and require so much more of definition and 
interpretation than is given, that it is difficult to give our approval or dis- 
approval. If, however, functions of overall study, advisory and coordinative 
service (to all Government and other services) are accepted by Congress as 
the basic premise then the Board’s responsibilities can be later worked out 
as a cooperative project. To those of us who have observed the work of 
an interagency committee of Federal Government it becomes very apparent 
that the present proposed plan for the establishment of a board is fully in- 
dicated. An interagency committee can serve in the early stages of explora- 
tion, definition of special, departmental interests, of avoiding overlapping 
and duplication of services, and of discovering areas of need which cannot 
be served by such an organization. The board organization will allow us to 
go forward into a program of exploration, planning, and of actual develop- 
ment which could not be achieved by an interagency setup. It will allow the 
new organization to help to do things as well as to survey the present condi- 
tion of them. It is much indicated that the Water Resources Board be estab- 
lished on the Federal level. 

Recommendation No. 3—In order that Federal Water Board become an in- 
tegral part of the Federal Government and, therefore, have accessible to it all 
information and resources of this Federal Government, it is important that its 
functions and potentials be reported through the agency which is best quali- 
fied to make recommendations as to its financial support. It is well, therefore, 
that the Bureau of the Budget be provided such of professional staff as will 
enable it to fully perform the function of evaluation and, thereafter, to make 
such recommendations as appear to be merited, in the same manner as is done 
for all other agencies of Government. 


SUMMARY OF THE PURPOSES AND OBJECTIVES OF THE NORTH CAROLINA RECREATION 
COMMISSION AS THEY RELATE TO WATER RESOURCES AND POWER 


Under the North Carolina Recreation Commission bill, S. 140, an act to create 
a State recreation commission, are indicated the bases for commission interests 
and responsibility. Under “Section 4, Duties of the Commission,’ some of these 
interests and responsibilities are specified. Within them it is indicated that the 
commission is to study and appraise recreational needs of North Carolina and 
to assemble and disseminate information relative to recreation. The commis- 
sion is to cooperate in the promotion and organization of systems in all political 
subdivisions where recreation is affected. The commission is, also, to cooperate 
with State and Federal agencies and others in the promotion of recreational op- 
portunities, in order to carry out the recreation commission’s objectives and 
responsibilities. 

Incorporated in these legally assigned duties is a basic responsibility to 
desirably effect the general welfare of all aspects of State government and of 
their services to the citizens of North Carolina. Thus it is that the important 
place of recreation in the present and, even more greatly, in the economic future 
of North Carolina, has become a factor of which the commission is fully aware. 
Although recreation has become big business throughout the Nation, it is of 
even greater relative importance in a State such as North Carolina, where the 
tourist, resort, and commercial recreation opportunities are so great. With 
the unprecedented growth in the sale of water recreation devices, from the out- 
board motor to the simplest of water wings, this in itself has become big 
business in North Carolina. When the effective use of such facilities is con- 
sidered in gasoline tax, use of highways, purchase of many kinds of fishing and 
other sport recreation equipment, the personnel and the amounts paid for wages 
and services all add up to a total which probably exceeds any other of North 
Carolina’s areas of finance and business. The use of water resources has become 
an important and highly contributive facet of North Carolina’s business and 
has resulted in an amazing total of sales and services. These direct responsi- 
bilities as well as those of providing such outstanding recreation opportunities 
for the citizen and the tourist cause the place of the North Carolina Recreation 
Commission on the State Water Resources Board to be greater and of more 
direct application than the other members might, at first, be aware. 
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The program of the North Carolina Recreation Commission for helping to 
earry out the objectives and to accomplish the purpose of the State water 
resources board and, therefore, of any organization which is effected on the 
Federal level, is a tenuous thread throughout the whole of the commission’s 
advisory services. These go to municipalities, industry, churches, commercial 
recreation establishments, private agencies, resort and tourist agencies, the 
institutional programs (such as those of the State College, University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill, and others in their securing of water resources for the 
training and recreation of their students and professional personnel) and are, 
hereby, accepted as a continuing interest and an active responsibility for further 
assistance throughout the aspects of community living in North Carolina and as 
they apply to the work of the North Carolina Water Resources Board. 





LEGISLATION COMMISSION BILL 
Ss. B. 140—-AN ACT TO CREATE A STATE RECREATION COMMISSION 


Whereas the contribution of recreation to the health, education, economy, and 
general welfare of the people has become universally recognized and accepted ; 
and 

Whereas the lack of recreational opportunities for persons in the armed 
services, as well as civilians, became apparent shortly after the United States 
entered the war ; and 

Whereas under authority of Public Law 1943, chapter 706, conferring upon 
the Governor certain emergency powers, a recreation committee was established 
in June 1943 to meet this pressing need in North Carolina; and 

Whereas experience gained by this emergency committee has shown the imme- 
diate need for a State recreation commission: Now, therefore, the General Assem- 
bly of North Carolina do enact 

Secrion 1. Recreation Commission.—There is hereby created an agency to 
be known as the North Carolina Recreation Commission. 

Seo. 2. Definitions—(1) “Recreation,” for the purposes of this Act, is defined 
to mean those activities which are diversionary in character and which aid in 
promoting entertainment, pleasure, relaxation, instruction, and other physical, 
mental, and cultural developments and experiences of a leisure-time nature. 

(2) “Commission” means the North Carolina Recreation Commission. 

(3) “Committee” means the Advisory Recreation Committee. 

Sec. 3. Membership of Recreation Commission; term.—(1) The Recreation 
Commission shall consist of seven members, appointed by the Governor, and the 
Governor, Superintendent of Public Instruction, Commissioner of Public Welfare, 
and Director of the Department of Conservation and Development as members 
ex officio. 

(2) In making appointments to the Commission, the Governor shall choose 
persons, insofar as possible, who understand the recreational interests of rural 
areas, municipalities, private membership groups, and commercial enterprises. 
The Commission shall elect, with the approval of the Governor, one member to 
act as Chairman. At least one member of the Commission shall be a woman, 
and at least one member shall be a Negro. A majority of the Commission shall 
constitute a quorum, but only when at least four of the appointed members are 
present. 

(3) For the initial term of the appointed members of the Commission, one 
shall be appointed for a term of one year, one for a term of two years, one for 
a term of three years, one for a term of four years, one for a term of five years, 
and two for a term of six years; and, thereafter, the successor of each member 
shall be appointed for a term of four years and until his successor is appointed 
and qualified. 

(4) Any appointed member of the Commission may be removed by the 
Governor. 

(5) Vacancies in the Commission shal be filled by the Governor for the 
unexpired term. 

(6) The Commission shall meet quarterly in January, April, July, and October, 
on a date to be fixed by the Chairman. The Commission may be convoked at 
such other times as the Governor or Chairman may deem necessary. 

(7) Members of the Commission shall receive reasonable travel and mainte- 
nance expenses while attending meetings, but they shall not be reimbursed for 
travel and maintenance expenses for longer than four days for any one meeting. 
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Sec. 4. Duties of the Commission.—It shall be the duty of the Commission: 
(1) To study and appraise recreational needs of the State and to assemble 
and disseminate information relative to recreation. 

(2) To cooperate in the promotion and organization of local recreational 
systems for counties, municipalities, townships, and other political subdivisions 
of the State, and to aid them in designing and laying out recreational areas and 
facilities, and to advise them in the planning and financing of recreational 
programs. 

(3) To aid in recruiting, training, and placing workers, and promote recrea- 
tion institutes and conferences. 

(4) To establish and promote recreational standards. 

(5) To cooperate with State and Federal agencies, the Recreation Advisory 
Committee, private membership groups, and with commercial recreational 
interests, in the promotion of recreational opportunities. 

(6) To submit a biennial report of its activities to the Governor. 

Sec. 5. Powers of Commission.—The Commission is hereby authorized: 

(1) To make rules and regulations for the proper administration of its duties. 

2) To accept any grant of funds made by the United States, or any agency 
thereof, for the purpose of carrying out any of its functions. 

(3) To accept gifts, devises, and endowments. The funds, if given as an 
endowment, shall be invested in such securities as designated by the donor, or, 
if there is no designation, in those which the State sinking fund may be invested. 

All such gifts, bequests, devises and all proceeds from such invested endow- 
ments, shall be used for carrying out the purpose for which they are made. 

(4) To administer all funds available to the Commission. 

(5) To act jointly, when advisable, with any other State agency, institution, 
department, board, or commission in order to carry out the Recreation Com- 
mission’s objectives and responsibilities. No activity of the Commission, how- 
ever, Shall be allowed to interfere with the work of any other State agency. 

(6) To employ, with the approval of the Governor, an executive director, and 
upon the recommendation of the executive director such other persons as may 
be needed to carry out the provisions of this Act. The executive director shall 
act as secretary to the Commission. 

Sec. 6 Advisory Committee—The Governor shall name a Recreation Advisory 
Committee consisting of thirty members who shall serve for a term of two years. 
The Governor shall name one member to act as Chairman of the Committee. 
Vacancies occurring on the Committee shall be filled by the Governor for the 
unexpired term. 

Members of the Committee shall represent, insofar as feasible, all groups 
and phases of beneficial recreation in the State. 

The Committee shall meet once each year with the Recreation Commission 
at a time and pace to be fived by the Governor. Members of the Committee 
Shall serve without compensation. 

The Committee shall act in an advisory capacity to the Recreation Commis- 
sion, discuss recreational needs of the State, exchange ideas, and make to the 
Commission recommendations for the advancement of recreational opportunities. 

Sec. 7. If any provision of this Act, or the application thereof, is held invalid, 
such invalidity shall not affect other provisions or applications of this Act, 
and to this end the provisions of this Act are declared to be severable. 

Sec. 8. This Act shall be in full force and effect from and after its ratification. 

In the General Assembly, read three times and ratified this the 19th day of 
March 1945, 


Mr. Jones. Our next witness is Col. James C. Cooper of the Kerr 
Reservoir Development Commission. 
We are glad to have you, Mr. Cooper. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES C. COOPER, CHAIRMAN, KERR RESERVOIR 
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 


Mr. Cooper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Lipscomb. 
I am J. C. Cooper, chairmen of the Kerr Reservoir Development 
Commission. 
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Our report is very brief and in the form of a letter to Governor 
Hodges. 

There has been no meeting of this commission since receipt of your 
letter of September 20 concerning water resources. However, I feel 
that the sentiment of this commission would be as outlined below. 

The object of this commission, insofar as water resources are con- 
cerned, are development for public use of the John H. Kerr Reservoir 
for recreation, boating, swimming, hunting, and fishing. In regard 
to the recommendations made by ‘the Hoover Commission, we would 
advise as follows: 

Recommendation No. 1: Agreed. We cannot place too much em- 
phasis on the necessity and value of both inland and coastal water 
resources. ‘These should be preserved and developed to the fullest, 
contamination prevented, and the public made fully conscious of the 
value of same. 

Recommendation No. 2: Agreed, provided the proposed Water 
Resources Board act as a coordinating agency, especially where the 
interests of two or more States are involved in the same project. 

Recommendation No.3: Agreed; same comment as recommendation 
No. 2. 

Recommendation No. 4: Agreed ; same comment as recommendation 
No. 2. 

Recommendation No. 5: No comment. 

As to recommendation No. 6, it would seem that the gist of this 
recommendation is that the Soil Conservation Service use the water 
before the engineering facilities of the Corps of Engineers, rather 
than providing in itself a separate engineering board. 

Recommendation No.7: No comment. 

As to recommendation No, 8: Agreed; provided the proposed 
charge applied to regular commercial users such as tugs and barges, 
but not to apply to transit of local pleasure craft. 


SUMMARY 


1. That the general recommendations as to a national water policy 
be adopted, the Federal Board to act as an advisor y and coordinating 
agency. 

"9. That the rights of individual States be not restricted as to their 
policy and initiative on projects within the State. 

That the Federal Board act as a coordinating agency in cases 
— the interests of two or more States are concerned. 

Mr. Jones. You are in agreement that there should be tolls placed, 
such as proposed in recommendation No. 8, I believe ? 

Mr. Cooper. No. 8. 

Mr. Jones. Tolls should be charged on commercial water trans- 
portation on the inland w aterway system ? 

Mr. Coorer. Yes, sir. Feeling that there are certain facilities pro- 
vided by the State government. which are beneficial and useful to 
those agencies in the case of drawbridges and tieup places and things 
of that kind. 

Mr. Jones. And you agree it would be in order for the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to fix such charges ? 

Mr. Coorrr. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Jones. Suppose that the rates are to be charged on the water 
carriers in the John H. Kerr Dam. How would you ascertain a rea- 
sonable charge for the use of that waterway by a commercial carrier? 
How would you mathematically ascertain the toll ? 

Mr. Coorrr. In the case of the John H. Kerr we don’t have any 
such at present. 

Mr. Jones. How about the Ohio River? 

Mr. Coorrr. In regard to the coastal waterway, the operation is in 
the nature of having tieup points and things of that kind which are 
provided by the F ‘oder: il Government. It can be done as simply as the 
highway tax is, with a certain mileage or tonnage. 

Mr. JONES. Suppose we have a dam on the Ohio River. That dam 
on the Ohio River has been justified and authorized by the Congress, 
and the division of costs on the dam is 20 percent for flood control, 
60 percent for hydroelectric power, and the remaining 20 percent on 
navigation. You would have to compute the toll based on the total 
amount invested in navigation for the individual project; would you 
not / 

Mr. Coorrr. Yes, sir; but I don’t think it would be too difficult, be- 
cause in the case of the Kerr Dam the primary object of that is: First, 
flood control; second, waterpower; and third, recreation. I believe 
they are in that order. 

They have determined in that case a rate to be charged for power. 

Mr. Jones. They would have to be charged first on the existing 
waterway with the cost of maintenance and operation of the project; 
is that right ? 

Mr. Cooper. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. So the maintenance and operation of a project would 
also have to take into account the amounts that are still remaining 
to be amortized over the life of the project. Therefore, you would 
have a cost on one project of $50 to go through and on the next $10. 
How would you ever accomplish your uniform rate which would re- 
flect with any degree of consistency any such rate ? 

Mr. Cooper. Of course, I have not gone into the matter of how 
much you would charge a certain sized barge to go through a certain 
drawbridge. But you can determine that on an actual basis because 
they have determined at each of the hydroelectric projects how much 
you charge an agency. They have determined in each State the 
amount of highw ay taxes. 

Mr. Jones. On all new projects which have gone up, in the con- 
struction amounts you would have to take into account also, in addi- 
tion to the construction costs, the operation and maintenance of the 
project. Do you advocate also, Colonel Cooper, that all highways 
in the United States be made toll roads? 

Mr. Coorer. No, sir; but I think we have a pretty universal gaso- 
line t * for the maintenance and construction of those highways. 

Mr. Jones. But it isa universal tax ? 

Mr. ‘Coor ER. Yes. And of course this should be a nationwide tax 
or charge if it is ever put in, I don’t know whether we are going 
to put it in in North Carolina. 

Mr. Jones. You disagree with George Washington : don't you? 

Mr. Coorrer. I don’t remember George’s opinion. ; 

Mr. Jones. I wish you would refer to it because he advocated both 
to the Continental Congress and in the Improvements Act that there 
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be the construction of navigation projects to aid and assist in trade 
and commerce. Until this report has come up I have never seen con- 
sistent agitation for the charging of tolls on the inland waterway sys- 
tem. It seems to me we ought to encourage the use of our inland 
waterways rather than suppress them, because they add to the gen- 
eral welfare of the country and our ecoonmic life. 

Are there any other questions ? 

Mr. Lirscoms. Mr. Chairman, you are questioning the witness 
along the lines that this was a certain rate to be developed. Is that 
what you have in mind? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. It will have to be developed because you have 
to take into account the cost of the project. 

Mr. Lirscoms. The way the recommendation is: 

That Congress authorize a user charge on inland waterways, except for 
smaller pleasure craft, sufficient to cover maintenance and operation * * * 
Those would be the two things that come into question, the costs of 
maintenance and operation. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. And I believe to take each dam and com- 
pare its relationship to the total cost of navigation and have any 
uniform policy on charges would be simply impossible. In the fu- 
ture you would have to justify the cost allocated to navigation and 
that would be arrived at from the revenue source from which it 
would be produced in order to make it a solvent operation. 

We have made many and many investments when the justification 
in the first instance was not sufficient to warrant the investment in 
navigation on a given stream. Yet in less than a few short years 
the expectations of the waterborne traffic had exceeded many times 
that which was anticipated. So this would put the Congress and 
it would put the Corps of Engineers into the field of the most re- 
mote speculation as to how much commerce would be generated in a 
given area on a stream. 

Mr. Lirscoms. But Congress has done that with respect to the St. 
Lawrence seaway and the Panama Canal. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, but that is an international water route. Now, 
the Panama Canal is an international water system. Also, the Suez 
Canal is an international route. However, on those within the con- 
fines of the continental limits of the United States, I think up to here 

we have not had charges placed on their use. If now we have come 
to the point of placing a users’ charge on them that would mean that 
the use would be stifled and therefore the users on the Intracoastal 
Canal, for instance, if they were forced to pay charges for the main- 
tenance of it, then would be stifled also and we would reduce the Fed- 
eral responsibility. Of course, the Government would be impotent to 
help encourage trade and commerce, which is a Federal responsibility 
and is vested in us by the Constitution itself. It is certainly foreign 
thinking which has entered into the economic picture. 

Thank you very much, Colonel. 

Our next witness will be Mr. William H. Potter, of the North 
Carolina Fisheries Association. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. POTTER, REPRESENTING THE NORTH 
CAROLINA FISHERIES ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Porrer. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for allowing us 
to testify earlier than originally scheduled. My name is W. H. Potter 
and I am appearing here instead of the president of the North Caro- 
lina Fisheries Association, Mr. Earl Holden, who, as a result of these 
hurricanes you have referred to today, has been battered down to the 
extent that he is a little bit too preoccupied to appear here for those 
reasons. 

If I may, I would like to read a letter which I erroneously : addressed 
to the Governor’s office to make it a matter of record, and make a very 
brief statement from some notes I have compiled, in appearing here 
today. This letter is from the North Carolina Fisheries Association, 
addressed to the Governor’s office, since the letter of request came from 
his office. 

The North Carolina Fisheries Association recognizes the vast poten- 
tials of a program to adequately utilize the water resources of our 
State. Our organization concurs in all three of the recommendations 
specifically concerned with (1) a national water policy; (2) the crea- 
tion of a Water Resources Board; and (3) the creation of adequate 
staff of personnel, properly trained, to evaluate water development 
and conservation projects. 

We of the Fisheries Association probably recognize more readily 
the commercial value of water resources. Our daily livelihood must 
be derived from the river, sound, bay or ocean. Improper drainage, 
inadequate connecting channels, insufficient depths, effects of erosion 
and pollution all limit the operations of the fisherman. Any serious 
effect on the fisherman affects the economy of the State’s fourth largest 
industry. 

We of the Fisheries Association are ever aware that some hurried 
regulation of the use of water facilities might penalize the commer- 
cial fisherman in a manner unfair to the scope of his stature. 

Approximately one-third of North Carolina is served in one way 
or another with surface water. All industry in our State considers 
surface or underground water supplies as the first requirement for 
successful operation. As the State stream sanitation committee so 
properly stated the facts— 
for generations we have been wasting our most valuable asset; it is well past 
time for us to recognize the worth of water resources and do something to con- 
serve them. 

It has been said that “bread is the staff of life.” Now we recognize 
the need for water. 

Since this was forwarded to the Governor’s office, I would like to 
make it a part of the association record. 

I would like to take exception, if I may, to Commissioner Ballen- 
tine’s remarks that one-third of the population of North Carolina is 
farming and one-third is rural and one-third is urban. You w ould 
think in North Carolina when you come to Raleigh that no one in 
North Carolina is a fisherman. I would like to call the attention of 
this committee and also the State of North Carolina to the fact that 
from the coast to Raleigh over one-half of the acreage is under water. 
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There are vast potentials in the development of this area through a 
study of oceanography to develop resources of untold value not only 
to our State but to the Federal Government. 

We feel that the 70,000 people who are actively engaged in com- 
mercial fishing in eastern North Carolina and who have been bat- 
tered in the face the past 11 months with 4 hurricanes, the names of 
which you have heard on everyone’s lips—we feel that we people are 
better able to ask for and possibly to recommend a general overall 
program that will perhaps alleviate some of the future costs of these 
hurricanes. I would like to say amen to the chairman’s remarks just 
a few moments ago about the tolls on the water system. We are not 
dealing with a foreign country, but with the United States of Amer- 
ica, and we are all a part of it. Most of the waterways were there be- 
fore we ever came here. We are utilizing them and if there is a toll 
to be charged we should charge it to those transportation facilities 
that are usurping those uses; like the highwaymen pay a toll to go 
over them, but not the fishermen. The fisherman does not pay a toll 
on the waterways on which he earns his livelihood. It would be similar 
to charging us a nickel to cross an intersection of the street where there 
is a stop light. A large part of these waterways are national in scope 
and we have utilized the services of in my opinion the greatest engi- 
neering service in the world, the United States Corps of Army 
Engineers. 

We have a plan for eastern North Carolina which our highway com- 
missioner, Mr. Graham, is familiar with. They have heard it ex- 
tolled a dozen times. I first heard of it from Colonel Gillett, the 
district engineer. Possibly that is not the correct answer, but it is a 
part of it. At some time we will realize the people on the coast not 
only have their problems, but also the problems of the water from the 
uplands after the central and western part of North Carolina is 
through with it. 

The most important thing to us people in the fishing business is the 
temperature of water and salinity. The salinity of our water along 
the coast of North Carolina today is practically nil. Until such time 
as we are rid of the water problems of up-State, we will not have any 
commercial fishing of a scope in which we would normally expect to 
have it in the eastern part of our State. Those up-State water prob- 
lems are primarily due to floods from high rivers. It is true that just 
recently most of that water was hurricane-born. 

As I said in the letter, we recognize the value of water resources. 
Probably through our representatives we have appeared and banged 
on more tables in Washington and Raleigh and our local communities 
in order to attempt to get some concentrated effort and get an answer 
to the problem of navigation and the improvement of channels, and 
something done for our fishermen. 

If I may, I would like to mention something a little foreign from 
the fishing field, but in respect to eastern North Carolina. There is 
an opportunity for flood control in eastern North Carolina of such 


scope that you would consider it possibly flood control for some of our’ 


Midwestern States. As I mentioned a moment ago, one-half of the 
tillable acreage of eastern North Carolina is under water. That water 
rises and falls twice aday. There is a tremendous flow of water under 
natural causes. It is inconceivable the tonnage of water that piles in 
and out of the inlets and sounds of our coastal areas. When there are 
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insufficient numbers of inlets of insufficient depth properly to drain 
those incoming tides that are supplemented and augmented by a tre- 
mendous wind, with currents such as we have had not just in the past 
11 months, but for generations here, then there is just not sufficient 
space to get the water out. Itis just too small. 

There should be and there must be in eastern North Carolina a gen- 
eral program of development of all of the inlets and all of the water- 
ways, and the snagging of all the rivers, to be supplemented by an 
agricultural program with the clearing of the ditches in the farm 
areas. 

We people in the fish business don’t like to be thought of as the old 
gentleman who used to put 100 pounds of fish in a cart and sell his 
wares by calling you early in the morning and late in the afternoon. 
You didn’t have to hear his words, but you could smell him. Com- 
mercial fishing in North Carolina is a big business and it is going to be 
bigger. Through the North Carolina Fisheries Association recogni- 
tion has been given to the fishermen of North Carolina, and I believe 
to the fishermen of the other States. 

There is a tremendous need for some central organization through 
which water-resource programs, and navigation aids, and marketing 
problems, and new developments, and utilization of new areas can be 
taken care of. All of those require expert attention. Not only do 
they require expert attention, but attention from experienced per- 
sonnel. While this is not the proper place to say it, I would like to 
make it a matter of record, because it has been said before—until the 
fishermen in North Carolina have been recognized in their proper way 
and have a department of fisheries like the department of agriculture 
in North Carolina, under proper and able leadership, then we people 
are not going to keep quiet. 

We would like to concur in the recommendations of the Hoover Com- 
mission if they will do even one thing—allow the needs of the fisher- 
men in their program of requests for aids to navigation, deeper chan- 
nels, and improved waterways and new methods. If that alone will 
come from the Hoover Commission’s reports we will stand up and 
cheer. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Do you have any questions, Mr. Lipscomb ? 

Mr. Lipscoms. No, sir. 

Mr. Jonrs. Thank you very much, Mr. Potter. 

Mr. Porter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Our next witness is Eric W. Rodgers, secretary of the 
Roanoke River Basin Association. 


STATEMENT OF ERIC W. RODGERS, SECRETARY, ROANOKE 
RIVER BASIN ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Roperrs. How do you do, gentlemen. 

Mr. Jones. Do you havea prepared statement ? 

Mr. Roperrs. Yes, sir. It goes into the recommendations and it 
has a very brief summary. 

Mr. Jones. Fine. You may proceed. 

Mr. Roperrs. The organization which I represent is the Virginia 
and North Carolina group composed of citizens up and down the 
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Roanoke Valley, which has a population of some 750,000 people. Our 
membership is between 1,200 and 1,500, and has in past years worked 
for complete utilization of the waters of the Roanoke River, resultin 
in the first place in the construction of the Kerr Dam at Bugg’s Island, 
Va., and construction of the Philpot Dam on the Smith River in upper 
Virginia. 

This organization holds to the following viewpoints with respect to 
the recommendations of the Commission on Organization of the Exec- 
utive Branch of the Government as contained in a report to the Con- 
gress dated June 1955: 

Recommendation No. 1: We believe that the Congress should adopt 
a national water policy so that the water resources of the Nation may 
be utilized to the maximum. Wherever possible in local developments 
the projects should be undertaken locally, but there should be no dis- 
position on the part of the Federal Government not to take over and 
handle such developments for the good of the whole people when it is 
clear that local resources are not sufficient. The rights of the several 
States should be given full consideration in any Federal participation. 
We believe that in addition to the need of financial assistance referred 
to above there will arise the need of advisory and engineering assist- 
ance, and this should be furnished by the Federal Government. Every 
project should be tested for its economic justification before being 
undertaken. 

I may add in not too rigid amounts, because that would amount to 
surtaxing the local project in many instances. 

Recommendations Nos. 2 and 3: Creation of a capital water resources 
board in the Federal setup does not appear to be warranted. There 
are many organizations of the Federal Government presently inter- 
ested in development of the water resources. If the Bureau of the 
Budget is required to pass upon the merits of all projects, it should be 
provided with an adequate staff. 

We say “if” in there because of the fear of duplication of staff 
facilities. 

Recommendations Nos. 4 and 5: Any limitation of acreage imposed 
on farmers operating within Federal projects should be given careful 
consideration before being imposed. In certain sections of the Nation 
160 acres would not be sufficient to meet adequately the income de- 
mands of a nominal farm family. It would appear that it may be a 
sound business practice to require that all moneys payable to special 
funds should go into the general fund of the Federal Treasury and 
Congress should make direct appropriations for projects. 

Recommendation No. 7: Whenever projects are declared obsolete 
or unsound by the Chief of Engineers, it appears to be the part of 
wisdom to remove them from congressional authorization. This should 
not be done, however, even after the Chief of Engineers makes such 
a decision, without a public hearing for the citizens in the affected 
area. 

I would like to stress that particular point because it has a tremen- 
dous bearing on a number of North Carolina projects at the present 
time. 

Recommendation No. 8: This organization is absolutely opposed to 
the idea of a user charge on the inland waterways. 

In conclusion, this organization is of the opinion that Congress 
should proceed immediately toward further consideration of the 
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waterway needs of the two States. There are eight dams in the overall 
plan for the development of the Roanoke River Basin, and it seems 
impossible to obtain any hearing on the issues involved before con- 
gressional committees, and even funds for surv eys to determine eco- 
nomic feasibility have been withheld. The complete development of 
the entire Roanoke River Basin has been substantially retarded be- 
cause of lack of action at Washington. 

A comprehensive survey of proposed projects in North Carolina 
and Virginia seems to be in order. A number of navigation projects 
have either been authorized or have been under consideration in both 
States without any definite action being taken. 

In this particular case I wish to back up what Mr. Potter just said 
with reference to certain inlets that are of vital importance to the com- 
mercial fishermen of our State, on which we have not been able even 
to get to first base insofar as consideration is concerned. 

Further than that, because of increased drought conditions it is 
apparent that some overall policy for water stor age in the various 
streams in the two States should be undertaken, and it would appear 
that the Federal Government is in a position to do this where the 
State governments may be limited in their resources for such work. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Rodgers. 

Mr. Lipscomb, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Lirscomp. No questions. 

Mr. Roperrs. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Jones. Our next witness is Mrs. Davetta L. Steed, executive 
secretary of the League of Municipalities. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Gen. Henry J. Hoeffer, division engineer, Corps of 
Engineers, Atlanta. 

We will take a 5-minute recess. 

(Whereupon a recess was had.) 

Mr. Jones. General Hoeffer. 


STATEMENT OF GEN. HENRY J. HOEFFER, DIVISION ENGINEER, 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, ATLANTA, GA.; ACCOMPANIED BY COL. 
RAYMOND L. HILL, DISTRICT ENGINEER ,WILMINGTON, N. C.; 
AND COL. CLYDE C. ZEIGLER, DISTRICT ENGINEER, CHARLES- 
TON, S. C. 


General Horrrer. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Lipscomb, I appreciate 
the invitation to appear before your subcommittee. I have just re- 
cently been assigned to the South Atlantic division so I have asked 
Colonel Hill, our Wilmington district engineer, and Colonel Zeigler, 
of the Charleston district, to be with me. If I get over my head in 
details they can answer your questions. 

We have prepared a statement which has already been furnished 
to your subcommittee, and I will only summarize that, unless you 
have further desires. 

I would like to point out a considerable difference in the topography 
of the flooded area in these recent hurricanes which South Carolina 
and North Carolina were subjected to, in contrast to that up North, 
which accounts for a substantial difference in the damage aspect as 
experienced here. You will notice in our summary it is a lot more 
agricultural than it has been in previous floods. 
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This summary refers to the Corps of Engineers’ activities pertaining 
to the water problems of all of North Carolina, except that small 
portion along the western border which drains westward and is in the 
Ohio River division. This statement also includes the activities in 
coastal South Carolina as affected by hurricanes in 1954 and 1955. 

The coastal waters of North Carolina have been navigated since 
colonial times. The Corps of Engineers started participation in im- 
provements of navigation channels in 1828. The corps has improved 
1,300 miles of navigable channels, of which 41 miles are for deep-draft 
ocean vessels. In June 1955 there were 50 authorized navigation proj- 
ects in North Carolina, of which 28 were completed, 19 under way, 
and 3 not started. Congress has authorized 11 investigations to deter- 
mine the need and justification for further improvement of the water- 
ways. 

The Corps of Engineers has developed plans for the control of floods 
in the major river basins in North Carolina in the series of compre- 
hensive investigations, known as “308” reports. As a result of one of 
these studies, the John H. Kerr Dam in Virginia was authorized and 
constructed, and now provides flood control and improved navigation 
in the lower Roanoke River Basin in North Carolina. The Wilkes- 
boro Dam and Reservoir, which will provide flood control and other 
benefits along the Yadkin River, has been authorized. Improvements 
on the Cape Fear, Neuse, and Tar Rivers are feasible from an engi- 
neering standpoint, but at the time the reports were prepared they 
did not appear to be economically justified. However, a review of 
the “308” report on the Cape Fear River is now under way and a 
review of the Neuse River “308” report has been authorized. Several 
small projects for flood control have been constructed or authorized 
and eight studies have been assigned. 

Other questions related to water-resource development which will 
be considered in any comprehensive investigation include water- 
power, recreation, water supply, irrigation, reclamation, and wildlife. 

Public Law 71, 84th Congress, approved June 15, 1955, authorizes 
studies concerning hurricanes and possible remedial measures to elimi- 
nate or reduce damages from them. Studies are under way along 
parts of the North Carolina and South Carolina coasts. Basic data 
will also be collected at key locations on the sounds. 

Congress has authorized cooperative studies of beach-erosion con- 
trol and shore protection, which result in a report containing specific 
recommendations with respect to a certain locality. One study is 
under way, with the town of Carolina Beach as the cooperating 
agency. 

In addition to the regular projects directly authorized by Congress, 
there are certain types of small flood-control and navigation projects 
for which selection of projects and finding have been delegated to 
the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Engineers. The Corps 
of Engineers is charged with the enforcement of laws and regulations 
pertaining to the use of navigable waters. 

_ Mr. Jones. General, at that point will you be good enough to out- 
line the authority under which the Corps of Engineers can undertake 
beach-erosion works? 

General Hoxrrer. It is a procedure whereby local interests can re- 
quest a study, providing they are willing to finance it on a 50-50 
basis. That is Public Law 520. 
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Mr. Jones. So it is a fact the only way under existing Federal legis- 
lation that the Corps of Engineers could undertake a study of beach- 
erosion problems is for the local community or for the State to engage 
in a contract with the Corps of Engineers to participate in the 
financing of a survey up to 50 percent of the total cost of the expected 
survey ? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. That is in effect today at Carolina 
Beach. 

Colonel Hux. Except for this new Public Law 71, the hurricane 
study. 

Mr. Jones. That is specific legislation and not general legislation. 

General Hoerrer. Yes, sir. That applies as a result of the $1 mil- 
lion appropriation for studies throughout the country. 

Mr. JonEs. You know, there is great agitation at the present time to 
make it a complete Federal responsibility to engage in beach-erosion 
problems. Do you have anything on the subject, or would you like to 
comment ? 

General Horrrer. Well, I don’t believe, Mr. Chairman, that I can 
comment on that. I believe it is a matter of policy which ought to be 
established on a higher level—in Congress. I don’t think I should 
comment. 

As I said, the Corps of Engineers is charged with the enforcement 
of laws and regulations pertaining to the use of navigable waters. 
That concludes the summary which I have prepared. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, you did make mention earlier of the pro- 
cedures by which the study was carried out. Would you like to have 
me review that? 

Mr. Jones. I would like for you to go briefly into an account of the 
project when it is first undertaken by the Congress, and how it pro- 
ceeds, and how it finally obtains appropriations. Give us the various 
steps. 

General Horrrrr. All right, sir. 

There are two ways in which a project can be started. Both of 
them will stem from the request from the local interests and interested 
parties. In one case Congress could pass a directive requiring an 
investigation or an investigation survey report by the Chief of Engi- 
neers on a particular problem. In the other case—— 

Mr. Jones. That is done either by a resolution of the House or the 
Senate Public Works Committees? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. It does not require an act of Congress, but a committee 
resolution ? 

General Horrrer. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Jones. To empower the Chief of the Corps of E ngineers to 
make a survey of the extent and scope authorized in the resolution ? 

General Horrrrr. Yes, sir. And that also may contain a require- 
ment that a survey report be submitted, or it may not. It depends on 
the wording of the resolution as to whether those reports would be 
submitted or not. Also an investigation can be initiated by order of 
the Chief of Engineers, but that is only an investigation report. In 

each case an investigation is initiated and a report is submitted, with 
recommendations by the district engineer, and through the division 
engineer, with his recommendations, to the Chief of Engineers. If 
he recommends no further action, that will kill it. If he recommends 
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a survey report, then a survey report cannot be initiated unless Con- 
gress in the resolution previously authorized a survey report. 
Mr. Jones. Once the survey resolution is passed, what is the next 


step ? 

Genera? Horrrer. Once the survey report is passed the study is com- 
pleted and proceeds through the same channels—the district engi- 
neer, the division engineer, and the Chief of Engineers, with appro- 
sriate recommendations from each. Then it goes to the Board of 
ieuasineert for Rivers and Harbors for their recommendation. Then 
it is sent out to the various Federal agencies concerned, the governors 
of the States affected, and the Bureau of the Budget, for their recom- 
mendations. 

Mr. Jones. After you make the engineering studies do you call in 
at your public hearing the governors and soil-conservation districts, 
and chambers of commerce, and the mayors of the affected com- 
munities 

General Hoerrer. Yes,sir. I did not go into that phase of it. Dur- 
ing the course of the preparation of the report, there is a public hear- 
ing held where all interested parties are invited to attend. That is 
the basis on which the recommendations of the district engineers are 
submitted. I went over that rather hastily, but that properly does 
take place. In other words, everybody who has an interest will have 
a chance to say something about it. 

Mr. Jones. That is a matter of public record ? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. And public notice is given ? 

General Horrrer. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Therefore, it usually means you have the viewpoints of 
the affected parties as to how a project should be undertaken and 
executed. 

General Hoerrer. Various plans of improvement which are desired 
are all brought out in those hearings. 

Mr. Jones. And if there is any objection, do those people have an 
opportunity to be heard ? 

General Hoerrer. Yes, sir. Very much so. In fact, when the 
project finally comes before the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors, if there is substantial objection then 

Mr. Jones. Let us not get to the Board for for Rivers and Harbors 
yet. Let us take it step by step. 

Then the report goes to the Chief of the Corps of Engineers? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. It is submitted to the Chief of Engi- 
neers by the division engineer, with his recommendation, and referred 
to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. 

Mr. Jones. Who makes up that Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors? 

General Hoerrer. It is a committee of engineers, usually the division 
engineers of the various divisions throughout the country, plus a 
staff. 

Mr. Jones. Then the engineering data and all pertinent informa- 
tion is again reviewed ? 

General Horrrer. That’s right. 

Mr. Jones. Before the opinion of the Board is expressed on the 
project ? 

General Hogerrer. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Jones. Isn’t this a fact, that the Board will refer the project 
back to the district engineer for additional information 

General Horrrer. That happens frequently. Yes. _ 

Mr. Jonegs. Is it not the policy of the Corps of Engineers to try to 
coordinate the project with the wishes of the local people who are to be 
affected by the project ; 

General Horrrer. We do that insofar as possible, because that is 
the prime purpose of the whole investigation. : 

Mr. Jones. After the approval of the project by the Board of En- 
gineers for Rivers and Harbors, then where does the project go? _ 

General Hoerrer. After all of these recommendations are received, 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors submits it to the Chief 
of Engineers, and he prepares his recommendations. It is then 
forwarded to the Secretary of the Army, who in turn submits it with 
his recommendations to the Congress. 

Mr. Jones. If there is objection noted in the letter of transmittal 
by the Secretary of the Army to the Congress does he not always 
note the outstanding objections raised in the area where the project 
is located, if there be any ? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. I believe it is made a part of the 
record. 

Mr. Jonres. So when it comes to the Congress it has had the ap- 
proval of the Corps of Engineers and, in most cases, the cooperation 
of the local agencies of the Government and of political subdivisions; 
and they all have an opportunity to appear and concur or object to the 
project. Then all of that evidence is taken as a part of the overall 
scheme of the project and presented to the Chief of Engineers and the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. Then, with a letter of 
transmittal and the comments of the Bureau of the Budget and the 
comments of the other affected agencies, they have all become a part 
of the record for the consideration of the Congress ? 

General Horrrer. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. Then the project is either authorized or fails to be 
authorized by not being included in an omnibus river and harbor 
flood control act. 

General Horrrer. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. After the project is once authorized, what is the next 


“ae 

yeneral Horrrer. The requirement for construction, of course, as 
well as appropriation. So a similar procedure is then followed with 
the local interests desiring the improvement requesting that the proj- 
ect be given funds for construction. That, of course, is recommended 
by the district engineer in the order of priority in which he sees or 
feels it falls with regard to all of the projects in his area, and then 
by the division engineer on to the Chief of Engineers. Of course, in 
turn the local interests prevail on their representatives in Congress 
to get behind the bill and get money appropriated for it. | 

Mr. Jones. Then when you receive the appropriation, construction 
contracts can be let and the construction period then commences ¢ 

General Horrrer. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. Then the responsibility for the maintenance and man- 
agement of the project is still a part of the authorized project for 
the Corps of Engineers to undertake and execute? 

General Horrrer. Yes, sir. 
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That concludes all that I had, Mr. Chairman. If there are any other 
specific questions you would like to ask either of Colonel Hill or 
Colonel Zeigler, I will be glad to have them answer them. 

Mr. Jones. General, let me ask one question. The recommenda- 
tion is contained in the Hoover Commission report to appoint a board 
with the authority to superintend the management of Fec ioe ‘al projects. 
If such a board were created, would it have to have some authority 
from the Congress before it could become a ality ¢ 

General Horrrer. Well, I do not know that I am qualified to discuss 
it. I do not feel I can discuss the Hoover Commission recommenda- 
tions, but I would say, as a personal opinion, that any board that was 

set up to do a job, which was given no authority, would be valueless. 

Mr. Jones. It would be like a ship without a rudder, would it not ? 

General Horrrrr. That is my personal feeling. 

Mr. Jonrs. And to obtain authority for a successful water resources 
board you would have to obtain authority from the existing agencies 
of Government. 

General Horrrer. That would be a matter of policy for the Congress 
to decide. 

Mr. Jones. I would say it would have to do that. 

General Horrrer. It would have to have some charter to work under. 

Mr. Jones. And to give it authority you would have to have some 
authority already and presently vested either in a Federal agency or 
bureau ¢ 

General Horrrrr. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that I would be getting 
out over my depth if 1 commented on that. I do not know what 
authority will be removed one from the other, and how it will be set up. 

Mr. Jones. But you would have to do that. 

General Horrrer. Some sort of charter would have to be set up. 
That is as far as I can go. 

Mr. Jones. And it would have to derive its authority and power 
from some source. 

General Horrrer. From the Congress. 

Mr. Jones. And that source would have to come from some other 
agency or bureau of Government now functioning in the field of water 
resources. 

General Hoerrer. I do not believe I can comment on that. 

Mr. Jones. Let us review for a few minutes the authorized projects 
in North Carolina or the principal rivers of North Carolina and 
Virginia. 

General Horrrer. We have furnished a compilation of all the proj- 
ects completed and those underway and authorized, both for naviga- 
tion and flood control. Do you have that list? 

Mr. Jones. First are the projects completed. 

General Horrrer. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Next are those underway at the present time. Do you 
mean those that are presently maintained and receive an appropriation 
for annual maintenance ? 

General Horrrer. Partially complete and maintained in case of 
navigation. And they do have maintenance for them. 

Mr. Jones. What are the projects that are now being constructed ? 

General Horrrrer. I am going to ask Colonel Hill and Colonel 
Zeigler to answer that because these names do not mean so much to me. 

Mr. Jones. Colonel Hill, would you mind giving us that? 
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Colonel Hitz. Yes, sir. In my district we have a very costly 
drainage project at Fairfield in Hyde County, which is subjected to 
hurricane and—— 

Mr. Jones. What is the name of the project ? 

Colonel Hixx. It is part of the Intracoastal Waterway. 

Mr. Jones. Is it a drainage project? 

Colonel Hix. It is. 

Mr. Jones. Authorized by the drainage section of the act of 1944¢ 

Colonel Hitz. It is part of the act for the Intracoastal Waterway. 
I am not sure which one of the acts covers it. 

Mr. Jones. If it is under the drainage section of the act of 1944, it 
requires local participation. 

Colonel Hii. Yes. 

Mr. Jonrs. What percent of local participation is involved in the 
total cost ? 

Colonel Hiri. About a very small amount in this case—roughly 
20 percent. 

Mr. Jones. And the 20 percent is represented by rights-of-way ? 

Colonel Hitn. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. And there is no actual cash expenditure on the project? 

Colonel Hii. Yes, there is. 

Mr. Jones. About what percent of the actual cash expenditure on 
capital improvements is being contributed by local interests ? 

Colonel Hitt. About 20 percent. 

Mr. Jones. But you are giving them credit for rights-of-way that 
might be in excess of actual values, are you not? 

Colonel Hitz. No, sir. This is private land and the drainage dis- 
trict must depart from that. It is farming land. 

Mr. Jones. All right. Go ahead. 

Colonel Hitz. That is a particular project which we hope to finish 
or get under way this fiscal year. 

Mr. Jonres. What is the name? 

Colonel Hitz. The Fairfield drainage project. It is part of the At- 
lantic Intracoastal Waterway. 

Mr. Jones. Does it have a separate authorization ? 

Colonel Hitt. No, sir. It is the first project under those underway. 
This is in effect a subproject. 

Mr. Jones. What is the date of the original authorization of the 
Intracostal Waterway? Was it about 1912? 

Colonel Hitz. About that. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Mr. Chairman, what relationship does this have to 
the hearings we are conducting? How does this fit in? 

Mr. Jones. Well, we just went into one project there, Mr. Lipscomb, 
which involved the execution of a project under the Flood Control Act 
of 1944. The Flood Control Act of 1944 made drainage a distinct 
Federal responsibility in cooperation with local interests. Therefore 
it becomes a matter of great interest to this committee to evaluate the 
projects which are designated drainage and those which are desig- 
nated flood control. I have seen projects that the Rivers and Harbors 
Board, for instance, said were drainage projects and therefore re- 
quested local participation when, as a matter of fact, it was completely 
flood control. Then it turns right around and says that the southern 
Florida project is a flood-control project and not a drainage project, 
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100 percent, in removing the water off the land. If there is ever a 
drainage project that would be it. | 

So it seems to me it is a very vital and important question for this 
committee to look into and to see the policy with respect to the Corps 
of Engineers’ operation, and how the Hoover Commission report 
would affect the policies of the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Liescoms. Which recommendation of the Hoover Commission 
are you referring to? 

Mr. Jonss. We get into almost every one of them. That is about 
the local responsibility. 

Colonel Hix. Mr. Chairman, this Intracoastal Waterway was orig- 
inated in 1912. You are right. There is one special feature in this 
project that I unfortunately failed to mention. When we dug the 
Intracoastal Waterway along the northern border of this particular 
area, presumably we permitted salt water to intrude into the area. 
So the Federal Government has a certain obligation which is not the 
normal case for a drainage project. 

With that obligation we have to get on it. 

Mr. Jones. Fine. What are the next projects? 

Colonel Hix. Another one is the improvement of Beaufort Harbor. 

Incidentally, Mr. Potter, who spoke here before, lives in that area. 

In that case we are deepening Taylor’s Creek, immediately in front 
of the city of Beaufort, from 6 to 12 feet, to help the fishermen. That 
is being surveyed right now. 

Mr. Jones. That is a survey ? 

Colonel Hitz. Yes, sir. We have the money, however, and after 
the survey we will construct the project. 

Mr. Jones. That is not a survey undertaken under Public Law 71? 

Colonel Hitz. No, sir. It is not a navigation project. 

Mr.Jonrs. You have the money to make the survey ? 

Colonel Hix. I have the money also—I have a portion of the money 
needed to do the whole job. I Lees enough to start. I could have 
$25,000 out of $105,000 needed. 

Mr. Jones. All right. Now the next project. 

Colonel Hii. A channel from 

Mr. Jones. What about the Beaufort Harbor project? Is that 100 
percent Federal ? 

Colonel Hix. It is purely navigation. 

Mr. Jones. All right. 

Colonel Hix. The next one is navigation—a channel from Back 
Sound to Lookout Bight. We call it the channel from Back Sound 
to Lookout Bight. We are deepening it. 

Mr. Jones. Where is that? On the Intracoastal Waterway ? 

Colonel Hitt. No. It is not on the Intracoastal Waterway. It is 
about two-thirds of the way down on your list. 

Mr. Jones. What is the name of it? 
yoreen Hitt. That is the channel from Back Sound to Lookout 

ight. 

Mr. Jones. I see. That is a channel clearance? 

Colonel Hm. It is a deepening of a channel so that fishing people 
can go out of that inlet. 

Mr. Jones. How much is this project to cost? 

Colonel Hix. I gave you the wrong figure on the preceding one. 
It should have been $83,000. We have no money yet except for the 
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survey. This is the one which will cost $105,000 and I have received 
$25,000. 

Mr. Jones. Then Beaufort Harbor is the one you do not have a 
survey report on? , 

Colonel Hitt. No. These are all for construction. 

Mr. Jones. All authorized ? 

Colonel Hix, All appropriated. We will eventually get the 
money. 

The next one is Manteo. It is another small navigation channel. 
In this one, that is the second one of the projects underway. It is 
right in the waterway. It is a modification of the authorized project. 
Actually the authorization is 12 feet and we are constructing it only 
to 6 feet. It is very meritorious and will cost only $47,000. We do 
have the money. 

Mr. Jones. All right. 

Colonel Hiri. The next one is the Pasquotank River, which is a 
flood-control project. 

Mr. Jones. Where is that? 

Colonel Hit. It is under flood control. I think we have it on the 
second page. It is the next to the last item on page 2 in flood control. 

Mr. Jones. That is a flood-control project ? 

Colonel Hirt. It is. 

Mr. Jones. Authorized ? 

Colonel Hitz. Yes, sir. And appropriated for. It involves local 
participation. 

Mr. Jones. What is the character of that project? 

Colonel Hix. It is flood control because it prevents high waters 
from the Dismal Swamps from overflowing very valuable truck- 
farming land. 

Mr. Jones. What does the protection work consist of? 

Colonel Hitz. Primarily a dike. The local people already put in 
the ditches. You merely have to keep out the water. 

Mr. Jones. Is there any Federal responsibility for maintenance 
and operation of the project? 

Colonel Hitz. No, sir. Local people will do that. 

The next one involves two breakwaters at Hatteras—the town of 
Hatteras, which is, of course, near Cape Hatteras. We know it as 
Rollinson Channel—about the fifth item down under your projects 
under way. This is to prevent sands shifting up and down from 
going into their harbor. 

Mr. Jones. How much does it involve? 

Colonel Hinz. $175,000. 

Mr. Jones. How much money do you have on hand to spend this 
year? 

Colonel Hinz. I will get it. I do not have it yet. By the way, we 
are just getting the first funds from the last appropriation. ; 

Mr. Jones. What is the next project ? 

Colonel Hizi. Smiths Creek, Pamlico County, and really the town 
of Oriental. We call it Smiths Creek. That is about No. 8 on the 
list. That involves a single breakwater and dredging. 

Mr. Jones. Is it a navigation project? 

Colonel Hatz. It is. A harbor of refuge for certain craft. 

Mr. Jones. Small craft ? 
70818—56—pt. 2—-6 
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Colonel Hitz. Yes, sir. In Pamlico Sound, and to protect them 
when they go in there. 

The next one is Wallace Channel, the last one on the second page on 
the projects not started. On that one I have a portion of the funds 
needed. 

The last one we have in Wilmington Harbor itself. You heard 
something about it before and we expect we will take 2 or more years 
to increase the depth from 32 feet to 54 feet. 

Mr. Jones. Is that the Wilmington project? 

Colonel Hitu. Yes, sir. The third from the bottom on page 1. 

Mr. Jonrs. So of the 8 projects you have at the present time only 1 
is a flood-control project ? 

Colonel Haru. Two. Fairfield Drainage is small flood control. It 
isa control against salt water intrusion. 

Mr. Jones. And the total amount being expended for flood control 
in the State of North Carolina by the Corps of Engineers is for two 
flood-control projects in the entire area / 

Colonel Hitz. Plus, of course, a hurricane study. We will come to 
that. That is true, though, of current construction. Incidentally, 
normally floods are not too big a problem in our area. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Lipscomb, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Lipscoms. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, gentlemen. We appreciate your 
coming and giving us an opportunity to review the work of the Corps 
of Engineers in the area. 

General Hoerrer. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Without. objection, the prepared statement made by the 
General will be made a part of the record, and also the list of naviga- 
tion projects. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF DIVISION ENGINEER, SOUTH ATLANTIC DivISION, CorRPS OF ENGINEERS, 
UnNITEep States ARMY 


CORPS OF ENGINEERS’ PROGRAM RELATIVE TO WATER PROBLEMS IN NORTH CAROLINA 


This statement refers to Corps of Engineers’ activities pertaining to the water 
problems of all of North Carolina except that small portion along the western 
border which drains westward and is in the Ohio River Division. This statement 
also includes activities in coastal South Carolina as aifected by recent hurricanes 
in 1954 and 1955. 

1. Flood damages.—Average annual damages on major streams in North Caro- 
lina are estimated at about $2,000,000. This figure is based on records of dam- 
ages in past floods expressed in current price levels. It does not allow for the full 
effect of new industrial and other developments in the flood plains which have 
occurred in substantial amounts in recent years. 


2. Typical damages from the largest floods of record are estimated below. 





Stream Date Flood damage 
— a — oe a oo —EE —E — — —_ - | a — 
Pamlico-Tar River... ects nile awh s July 1919 | $1, 975, 000 
Neuse River aaseadedeniaents sities. olitnae tas = October 1929 4 ; 1, 750, 000 
Cap? Fear River__...._- ; September 1945 7, 825, 000 
Yadkin River. __-_- - a Se i ; ; August 1940 5, 000, 000 
Coastal streams. _ - oa ‘ Typical large flood year : 650, 000 
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3. Hurricane damage.—Estimates of damages from recent hurricanes are given 
below. No price level adjustment has been made. 


Reported damages from recent hurricanes 





‘oe Public Private Total 
Date Crops property property reported 
August 1944__ FeaWentuatedsaanat $1, 270, 000 | $30, 000 $180, 000 $1, 480, 000 
September 1944._..._._._...--- Kasres 1, 730, 000 70, 000 370, 000 2, 170, 000 
pT  : ee eee ee a 20, 000 20, 000 
August 1949__ me etiacca p 50, 000 50, 000 
August 1953___ a 5 410, 000 10, 000 190, 000 610, 000 
PS Bib 1 60 Uh BA sce ds : 200, 000 | 10, 000 90, 000 300, 000 
ite i Sa lal intial 50, 000, 000 i 6, 000, 000 1 39, 000, 000 95, 000, 000 
August-September 1955__........-.-..-- .-. 100,000,000 3, 500, 000 2 10, 000, 000 113, 500, 000 


1 Property damages along coastal area only. 
3 Corps’ estimate of private property damages along the coastal area is $3,500,000. 


4. Corps of Engineers’ flood-control plans in North Carolina.—Two flood- 
control dams in the upper Yadkin River Basin were authorized by Congress in 
1946, the Wilkesboro Dam and Reddees River Dam. No construction has been 
done on these dams as yet. A restudy is being made this year of the economic 
justification for the Wilkesboro Dam. The benefit from these dams would be 
confined to the upper river; they would not benefit the lower basin materially. 
The Corps of Engineers has developed preliminary plans for other reservoirs on 
the Tar, Neuse, Cape Fear, Yadkin Pee-Dee, and Santee River Basins in North 
Carolina in 308 reports and later review reports. No recommendations were 
made for any flood-control measures in any of those reports except the review 
report which was the basis of the authorization of the Wilkesboro and Reddies 
River dams. All other flood-control plans investigated in the 308 or review 
reports did not appear economically justified at the time the investigations were 
made. A comprehensive review report on the Cape Fear River Basin is to be 
made this fiscal year which will investigate flood control in the whole basin. In 
addition, eight flood-control reports on smaller streams, or on tributaries of large 
streams, have been authorized. Of these, seven are inactive because funds are 
unavailable for their preparation, and one, on Pantego and Cucklers Creek has 
been submitted to the Chief of Engineers with a recommendation for improve- 
ment. Two projects, one on Pasquotank River for flood control, and one near 
Fairfield for flood control, drainage, and the prevention of salt intrusion, are 
scheduled for construction during the current fiscal year. The John H. Kerr 
Dam in the Norfolk District in Virginia has lowered flood stages on the 
lower Roanoke River in North Carolina. 

5. Changes contemplated in the corps’ flood-control plan as a result of the recent 
floods and hurricanes.—Flood runoff resulting from the recent hurricanes was 
not great enough to cause unusual flood stages, except on the flat coastal streams, 
such as the lower parts of the Pamlico and Neuse Rivers. The extremely high 
water levels were limited to the estuarine parts of the Pamlico and Neuse Rivers 
and were comparable to stages reached during the hurricane of September 1913, 
which are the highest known for these areas. While the heavy local rainfall 
added to the flooding, it is believed that the primary cause was a rise of water 
levels resulting from the wind. No change in plans for flood control, as con- 
sidered in the 308 reports and reviews thereof, appears necessary. No plans for 
improvement have been made in the coastal areas which were affected most by 
flooding during the recent hurricanes, except on the Pasquotank River and 
near Fairfield. Possible improvement in the coastal area would be limited to 
local protection works and channel improvement. It appears that ring levees 
or flood walls would be the only feasible method from an engineering standpoint 
for protection of such localtities as New Bern and Washington. 

6. Cooperative beach erosion control.—Cooperative studies of beach-erosion 
control and shore protection result in a report containing specific recommenda- 
tions with respect to the situation at a particular locality. Under this program 
there is to be completed this fiscal year, independent of the hurricane study, an 
investigation of beach erosion in the vicinity of the town of Caroline Beach, the 
cooperating agency. This study was in progress before the recent hurricanes and 
relates to the preservation and improvement of the beach as it affects the eco- 
nomic welfare of the area. 
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7. Navigation.—The North Carolina coastal waters, extending over 300 miles, 
have been navigated for nearly 4 centuries, and their improvement has been 
underway since colonial times. The outer banks, a long chain of narrow islands 
paralleling the coast, enclose wide, shallow sounds bordered by many harbors. 
The Corps of Engineers started participation in navigation improvements in 
1828, the first projects being Ocracoke Inlet and the Cape Fear River. In the 
coastal waters and in the rivers which penetrate the interior, the Corps of Engi- 
neers has improved 1,300 miles of navigable channels, of which 41 miles are for 
deep-draft ocean vessels. In June 1955, there were 50 authorized navigation 
projects in North Carvlina, of which 28 were completed, 19 under way, and 3 not 
yet started. Wilmington and Morehead City Harbors serve oceangoing vessels, 
and the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway provides a 12-foot-deep channel along 
the Atlantic seaboard. The other navigation projects are relatively small. 

8. A large variety of commerce moves over the waterways of North Carolina, 
including wood and wood products, sand and gravel, petroleum products, ferti- 
lizer, and edible and inedible sea products. In 1953, commerce transported in 
shallow-draft vessels totaled about 2,900,000 tons and commerce in deep-draft 
vessels totaled 4,600,000 tons. The trend is upward. The need for further 
navigation improvements will be considered in future river-basin studies. Eleven 
studies for navigation improvements in North Carolina have been authorized by 
Congress, of which 2 are underway and 9 are inactive because of insufficient 
funds. 

9. Irrigation—Although irrigation has been increasing rapidly in North Caro- 
lina in recent years, it has been on a small scale. Individual farmers have gen- 
erally obtained supplemental water by pumping from wells, ponds, and streams. 
None of the projects constructed under corps’ jurisdiction has been of a type 
in which irrigation would be feasible. Consideration will be given to irriga- 
tion in future investigations where such development might be feasible. 

10. Reclamation.—Up to the present, land reclamation has not been provided 
in the projects completed under the Corps of Engineers in North Carolina. It 
is believed that in the future land reclamations by drainage will be engaged in 
extensively in coastal North Carolina. Reclamation would generally be inci- 
dental to flood stage reduction and improved drainage on cultivated land. 

11. Water supply.—No reservoirs have been constructed by the Corps of Engi- 
neers in North Carolina, except for the low locks and dams on the Cape Fear 
River between Wilmington and Fayetteville. The need for including facilities 
for increased water supply has been considered in previous investigation on the 
various streams. Because of the increasing need for water for municipal use, 
industry, and pollution abatement, this phase of water resource development 
will be considered carefully in future studies, including the current restudy of 
the authorized Wilkesboro Reservoir. 

12. Water power.—The feasibility of developing water power has been investi- 
gated during the preparation of past reports, and such investigations will be 
included in future studies of water-resource development. Many sites for water 
power development have been developed by utility companies and industries in 
the Yadkin-Pee Dee and Santee River Basins. Several sites in these basins 
have been recommended for water-power development in reports of the Corps 
of Engineers submitted several years ago which have not been acted upon by 
Congress. 

13. Other benefits —Recreation has been found to be a very important inci- 
dental benefit from water-storage projects. With growing population, rising 
standards of living and more leisure, rapid increase in the use of natural and 
man-made lakes is anticipated. The provision of basic facilities for recreation 
will be considered in future investigations of storage projects. Problems con- 
cerning fish and wildlife, closely related to recreation, will be included in all 
studies. Other phases of conservation, such as forestry and soil conservation, 
will also be considered when directly related to the study. 

14. Hurricane studies.—Under the authority of Public Law 71, 84th Congress, 
approved June 15, 1955, the Corps has started hurricane studies in the Carolina 
Beach, N. C., and Myrtle Beach, 8. C., areas and proposes to start in the Wrights- 
ville Beach, N. C., area in the near future. Initial work includes the com- 
parison of profiles obtained in the 1930’s with those found before and after Hur- 
ricane Hazel, and the determination of maximum water levels during recent 
hurricanes. Other information will be obtained for investigating the engineer- 
ing feasibility of providing various plans of improvement, such as seawalls or 
bulkheads, groins, dunes, or higher and wider beaches. Data on damages caused 
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by the hurricanes have been obtained for use in economic studies. Additional 
work of preliminary examination scope will be done in other coastal areas. 

15. Special authorities.—In addition to the regular projects directly authorized 
by the Congress, there are certain types of projects, generally small, with limita- 
tions on Federal funds that may be expended, for which selection of projects and 
funding have been delegated to the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of 
Engineers. Use has been made of such authority to clear and remove obstruc- 
tions to navigation and to clear and snag channels for flood control. Recent 
examples of such improvement are the removing of shoaling caused by Hurricane 
Hazel in Wallace Channel near Ocracoke Inlet, the removal of shoals caused 
by Hurricane Connie in the entrance to Peltier Creek, a natural small-boat har- 
bor adjacent to the Intracoastal Waterway near Morehead City, and the removal 
of snags and fallen trees in the Waccamaw River Basin. 

16. Regulatory functions.—The Corps of Engineers is charged with enforce- 
ment of laws and regulations pertaining to the use of navigable waters, including 
such items as construction and operation of bridges, issuance of permits for con- 
struction affecting navigable waters, establishment of harbor lines, and the re- 
moval of wrecks. 

17. Maritime Administration.—The Wilmington District of the Corps of En- 
cineers has been the construction agency for the United States Maritime Admin- 
istration in providing facilities at the Brunswick River lay-up basin, which has 
a capacity for 425 ships. Subsequent to this construction, the Wilmington Dis- 
trict installed a cathodic protective system for the ships. The district is now 
engaged in the construction of a mooring system to better protect the vessels dur- 
ing hurricanes. 

18. Summary, navigation and flood control—About $50 million has been ex- 
pended under the jurisdiction of the Corps of Engineers on navigation in North 
Carolina between the initial work in 1828 and June 30, 1955. In addition to such 
portion of the cost of the John H. Kerr Dam in Virginia which may be allocated 
to flood control on the lower Roanoke River, about $300,000 has been spent on 
small clearing, snagging, and channel improvement projects in North Carolina. 
In recent years the review of all projects for which maintenance funds have 
been requested has shown that direct benefits such as savings in transportation 
costs and reduction in flood damages, have far exceeded costs for interest, amorti- 
zation, operation, and maintenance. Although similar computations have not 
been made for earlier improvements, it appears certain that these older develop- 
ments of the channels and harbors for waterborne commerce have returned their 
investment many times. In addition to the direct benefits, the improvements 
have aided greatly in the development of the entire coastal region of North 
Carolina. 

19. How the Hoover Commission’s recommendations would affect implementa- 
tion of plans of the Corps of Engineers in North Carolina.—Insofar as recom- 
mendations of the Hoover Commission affect the work of the corps in North 
ee it is not believed possible to state at this time what these effects 
wou e. 


List of Corps of Engineers Navigation Projects in North Carolina (September 
1955) 


PROJECTS COMPLETED 


Waterway, Norfolk, Va., to sounds of North Carolina 
IKknobbs Creek 

Meherrin River 

Newbegun Creek 

Perquimans River 

Edenton Harbor 

Cashie River 

Roanoke River 

Fishing Creek 

Mackay Creek 

Seuppernong River 

Stumpy Point Bay 

Belhaven Harbor 

Channel from Pamlico Sound to Avon 

Pamlico and Tar Rivers 

South River 
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List of Corps of Engineers Navigation Projects in North Carolina (September 


1955 )—Continued 

Bay River 
Silver Lake Harbor 
Contentnea Creek 
Swift Creek 
Drum Inlet 
Cape Fear River above Wilmington 
Northeast (Cape Fear) River 
Black River 
Smiths Creek (Wilmington) 
Shallotte River 
Waccamaw River 

PROJECTS UNDER WAY 


Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway between Norfolk, Va., and the St. Johns River, 


Fla. (Wilmington district) 
Manteo (Shallowbag) Bay 
Far Creek 
Waterway connecting Swan Quarter Bay with Deep Bay 
Rollinson Channel 
Neuse River 
Trent River 
Smiths Creek (Pamlico County), N. C. 
Channel connecting Thoroughfare Bay with Cedar Bay 
Waterway connecting Pamlico Sound and Beaufort Harbor 
Beaufort Harbor 
Channel from Back Sound to Lookout Bight 
Harbor of Refuge, Cape Lookout 
Lockwoods Folly River 
Morehead City Harbor 
Wilmington Harbor 
Yadkin River 
Lumber River 

PROJECTS NOT STARTED 

Chowan River 
Pembroke Creek 
Channel from Pamlico Sound to Rodanthe 
Wallace Channel 


List of Corps of Engineers flood-control projects in North Carolina 
(September 1955) 


PROJECTS COMPLETED 
Tar River 
Neuse River near Goldsboro 


PROJECTS NOT STARTED 
-asquotank River 
Yadkin River Reservoirs 


List of outstanding navigations reports in North Carolina (September 1955) 


Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway : 
Side Channel to Elizabeth City 
Albemarle Sound to Pungo River (effects of AIWW on lands in area) 
Bogue Inlet and Swansboro Harbor 

Cashie River 

Rollinson Channel 

Middle Creek 

Ocracoke Inlet 

Drum Inlet 

Cape Channel Pamlico Sound 

Basin and side channel at Sealevel 

Harkers Point Basin, Carteret County 

Topsail Inlet 

Carolina Beach 

Holden Beach 

Shallotte River 
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List of outstanding flood-control reports in North Carolina (September 1955) 


Perquimans River 

Filberts Creek at Edenton 

Pantego and Cucklers Creek 

Core Creek (Neuse River) 

Neuse River between Smithfield and the Wayne County line 
Neuse Rievr and tributaries 

Six Runs River 

Northeast (Cape Fear) River 

Cape Fear River 

Waccamaw River 


List of outstanding cooperative beach erosion reports in North Carolina 
Carolina Beach, N. C. 


List of outstanding hurricane studies 


Detailed studies in sample areas and general appraisal of damage in other 
areas in coastal North Carolina and South Carolina 
Mr. Jones. Our next witness is Mr. E. B. Garrett, representing 
the United States Soil Conservation Service and the Association of 
Soil Conservation District Supervisors. Mr. Garrett. 


STATEMENT OF E. B. GARRETT, STATE CONSERVATIONIST, 
RALEIGH, N. C. 


Mr. Garretr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and Mr. Lipscomb, I am coming first to represent 
the Association of Soil Conservation District Supervisors because 
I am expressing the sentiments of 300 farmers in North Carolina on 
this important topic. 

We have farmers in every county in the State whom the soil con- 
servation district supervises. Allen Swindell, the president of this 
association, asked me to present these views, which he concurs in, 
in the brief statement I have before me that I have prepared. I have 
written it in the form of a letter to the Governor, since it is at his 
request that I am here. 

Under the 6 items in the charge he gave me as being applicable 
to the Soil Conservation Service and the things he thought 1 might 
comment on, they were the first 6 items in the chart of the Hoover 
Commission report. Under recommendation No. 1 we concur in 
paragraphs (@), (4), (¢), (d),and (f). As for paragraph (g), which 
deals with the collection of ree data under Public Law 566, 
in the carrying out of that program we have to collect hydrologic 
data with reference to cost benefits and fit it in with the economic 
evaluations that are necessary to carry on this watershed protection 
work. 

Under items (i) and (2), we are not in a position to comment on 
that on account of the hurricanes. 

Recommendation No. 2, which deals with the Water Resources 
Commission and Board, we can see the possible value in the creation 
of a Water Resources Board, but we feel that at least one of the 
public members of this Board should be a man thoroughly familiar 
with argriculture and with its dependence on an abundant supply 
of water. 

Recommendation No. 3: We do not have sufficient information and 
are not in a position to make a comment on that. 
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On recommendations Nos. 4 and 5, we do not believe they apply aa 
to the purview of the Soil Conservation Service nor to the board of aa 
supervisors. ’ wil. 

Under recommendation No. 6, which has to do with the transfer of wis 
the responsibilities of 566 over to the Army engineers, we have this : 2 
to say: This recommendation does violence to the very fundamental an 
concepts of the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act. fon 
It ignores the relationship between land management and water man- an 
agement. In fact, it appears reasonable to say that headwater = 
detention structures, while necessary, are incidental and secondary io 
to the treatment of the land lying above them. Merely constructing wal 
dams will not do the job of water management, particularly on small tha 
watersheds. It therefore seems that this recommendation is ill- ein 
considered. ano 

Sound watershed projects, which include the construction of head- the 
water dams, should be local projects with Federal participation, ena 
rather than Federal public works construction projects. Farmers, < 
local people, and at organizations are enabled, through the small Br: 
watershed mechanism, to join forces cooperatively with local, State, the 
and Federal Governments to develop projects, share their costs, and dat 
work out improvements to benefit all of them. age 

The Soil Conservation Service solicits the cooperation of all agencies aa 
and extends to them gladly all possible assistance in developing to- of | 
gether the soundest kind of flood-control programs that can be ) 
devised for this country. Unquestionably, however, upstream deten- = 
tion structures must be a part of an integrated program that includes ook 
soil and water conservation measures taal on watershed lands she 
and coordinated with the larger flood-control programs. as | 

This is in the form of a letter to Governor Hodges. I have further f : 
to insert in the committee hearings the statement that we prepared rr 
that states the objectives of the Soil Conservation Service as briefly str 
as we can. ‘There are three pages of it and I will turn it over to the im) 
secretary, if you wish. : + 

Mr. Jones. That describes the policy of the Soil Conservation nT 
Service districts ? lan 

Mr. Garrett. The Soil Conservation Service and its relationship to Fo 
the districts and other agencies. bes 

Mr. Jones. Without objection, it will be made a part of the record i 
immediately following the statement you made. an 

(The document referred to is as follows :) a 

1U 1 
STATEMENT OF THE OBJECTIVES OF THE Sort CoNSERVATION SERVICE js 
Yr! 

The objectives of the Soil Conservation Service are soil and water conservation res 
and management. As the Department of Agriculture’s arm of action for carry- ful 
ing out the programs directed toward the achievement of these goals, the Soil su] 
Conservation Service is striving to protect the physical structure of all our ] 
soils from deterioration, to bring about the reconstruction of those soils which are 
have been impaired through misuse, and to safeguard permanently the inherent in 
productive capacity of all our agricultural land. dis 

Moreover, the Service seeks a still further accomplishment—the wise use of ere 
all water resources. With the intelligent use and protection of all of our soils the 
and waters, we may continuously provide the food, fiber, wood, and other mate- loc 
rials necessary for our growing population. eff 

We realize that our work has no meaning and no significance except as it is get 
found useful and its purposes found desirable by the people who own and operate me 


the farms of our State and Nation. 
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In recent years it has become clearly apparent that water will become a signifi- 
eant limiting factor in expanding agricultural production and in the growth of 
our entire economy in the future. Our progress as a nation in the years ahead 
will depend in a large measure on our success in managing our water resources 
wisely. 

The importance of water management in the conservation of our resources 
cannot be overemphasized. Proper water management must begin where the 
rain strikes the earth, for such water either runs off, often with great destructive 
force, to find its way to the sea, or it is utilized for the betterment of all. 

Water management must start with the right land use for each kind of land; 
in fact, water development and management are inseparable from land man- 
agement and use. The water element cannot be separated from the soil element 
in a successful conservation effort. Furthermore, the soil is the best available 
water reservoir we have. There is more water storage capacity in the ground 
than in all manmade reservoirs. 

Recently the Congress has recognized the fact that soil and water management 
cannot be divorced and that water management must begin where the rain or 
snow falls on the earth. The Congress has likewise realized that farmers are 
the logical ones to initiate the first steps in proper water management. The 
enactment of Public Law 566, the Water-Shed Protection and Flood Prevention 
Act, marked the confirmation of these facts by the Congress. 

Recommendation No. 6 by the Commission on Organization of the Executive 
Branch of the Government ignores the very fundamental concepts on which 
the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act is based. The recommen- 
dation disregards the relationship between land management and water man- 
agement. While it does not say that headwater detention structures are not 
needed in a program of watershed protection and flood prevention, the Commis- 
sion’s recommendation completely ignores the importance of proper treatment 
of lands lying above these structures. 

Merely constructing dams, either in the headwaters or downstream, will not 
do the job of water management, particularly on small watersheds. In order to 
be successful, water management, especially in its initial stages, must be carried 
out by farmers on their own lands, working by communities and by small water- 
sheds, and receiving such financial assistance from State and Federal sources 
as they are unable to provide from their own resources. 

Engineering, soils, agronomy, forestry, biology, and the practical problems of 
farming are closely interrelated as applied in watershed protection. The reduc- 
tion of flood sediment damage is only one of the benefits to be derived from up- 
stream structures. The treatment and management of the land is equally 
important, and we must constantly recognize that the economics of farming and 
of production from the land is a prime factor in attaining the objectives that all 
of us seek. 

In conserving our country’s soils and preventing the flooding of agricultural 
land, individual farmers and local communities must play the primary role. 
For them to accomplish the task, however, it is imperative that they have the 
best possible information, guidance, and assistance. 

A program of soil and water conservation, teamed up with research, education, 
credit, and marketing aid, will provide a stronger, more prosperous agriculture 
and a better living for all. 

An effective soil and water-conservation program cannot be achieved unless 
it is accepted as the individual responsibility of the men who use and manage 
the land resources. The Soil Conservation Service, after years of operations, 
firmly believes that the people who own and operate the land will accept this 
responsibility. This fact is evidenced by the increasing numbers who have been 
fully informed and provided with the kind and amount of assistance needed to 
supplement their own knowledge and resources. 

Informed people, willing to act responsibly on the basis of their information, 
are essential in the sound working of our form of government. One of the places 
in which this willingness to act responsibly is evident is in soil-conservation 
districts. Here, soil conservation district supervisors, farmer leaders, and coop- 
erators with the districts join together to assume locally the responsibility and 
the leadership in moving forward with soil and water conservation. These 
local units of State government, operated by the farmers themselves, are a highly 
effective device through which the people and their Government can team up to 
get the necessary job done without the Government's becoming the dominating 
member of the team. 
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Soil and water conservation is a continuing activity. Our population is grow- 


< 
ing. Our economy is expanding. The pressure on our land resources is increas- & th 
ing. The need for managing these resources to protect and improve them is r uj} 
oy 


getting greater every year. 
The conservation job is never done. As long as the minds of men can conceive 4 ha 
new ideas, those ideas will need to be fitted to the management of our soil and ‘ 





water resources. be 
Mr. Jones. Do you have any questions, Mr. Lipscomb? 4 th 
Mr. Liescoms. No questions. 7 C: 
Mr. Jones. We are certainly grateful to you, Mr. Garrett. Thank wr 
you very much. You make us ‘feel : at home because, you know, Harold th 


Cooley of this district is always working for this. 
Mr. Garrett. He has done a lot of “table beating” for us. 
Mr. Jones. Thank you. “ 


Mr. H. M. Nicholson of Wilmington. th 
(No response. ) 


Mr. Jones. Mr. Stanford E. Harris of the American Waterworks ™ 
Association. re) 
Mr. Harris. I regret to report our association did not receive ’ va 
information concerning this hearing until Monday of this week and on 
therefore have not had an opportunity to take it up before our board a 
of directors. i 
Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. ; VW 
Mr. R. W. Graeber of the North Carolina Forestry Association, 
Inc. O! 
STATEMENT OF R. W. GRAEBER, TREASURER, NORTH CAROLINA 4 : 
FORESTRY ASSOCIATION : CC 
Mr. Grarper. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am r 
R. W. Graeber, treasurer of the North Carolina Forestry Association. 


I would like to say the president of our organization has been b 
in town only a couple of hours since receiving Governor Hodges’ M t] 
request to participate at this hearing and did not receive any infor- 


; 
mation about it until then. I had not had an opportunity of going : 
into it in detail, but he did prepare this statement and asked me to ‘ é 
present it. 4 b 
The North Carolina Forestry Association, being an organization t t) 
of citizens to promote the protection, development, and wise use of t f; 
waters, forests, soils, and wildlife resources, is vitally interested in : 
any water program affecting the State of North Carolina. | 4 
We feel that the role of the Federal Government in water resource i q 
development is, and should be, cooperative, and every reasonable 
encouragement should be given for the participation by private | 
enterprise and local and State governments in water resources de- 0 
velopment. c 
We feel that a nationwide water policy is needed in which Federal, n 
State, and local governments can all work in harmony and accord; 
and that State water laws should remain supreme with the rights, : 
interests, and responsibilities of the cooperative agencies clearly de- i C 
fined and giving each its rightful voice. y 


Our association is of the opinion that no major developments should 
be started on any watershed until plans for the completion of the 
developments of that watershed have been approved, and then for g 
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the most satisfactory results the developments should start in the 
upper watershed and continue downstream to completion. 

This approach is basic to the philosophy of controlling water by 
harnessing it where the rain falls. By proceeding in this manner, the 
best coordinated program at the lowest cost can be obtained. 

I also have here a statement that you might be interested in, al- 
though you may not be interested, which was prepared by the North 
Carolina Forestry Association, entitled, “Long-Range Water Pro- 
vram for North Carolina.” If you would like to have a copy of 
this in your file, that would be all right. 

Mr. Jones. We will be very glad to receive it. 

Mr. Grarser. Now if you will permit me to make a comment on 
some of the itemized questions here. I think there is a statement by 
the president of the association which covers somewhat recommenda- 
tion No. 1 ina very brief manner. 

In regard to recommendation No. 2, it is my opinion that the North 
Carolina Forestry Association would feel that unless it is definitely 
known that a water resources board would accomplish something 
more than had been done, they would object to it, because it would 
appear to be just a pyramiding of agencies in Washington. 

In regard to recommendation No. 3, we would have no comment. 
We will skip 4 and 5. 

With regard to recommendation No. 6, in regard to transferring 
of the work of the Soil Conservation Service to the Army engineers, I 
believe it will be the opinion of the association that they would object 
to it on the ground that the engineers deal primarily with figures and 
concrete, but in handling the upstream water control they deal with 
problems of soil and land cover, and other things. It would appear 
it would be a question very much like this. You ask an engineer this 
question: In the Jones family there is a mother and a father and a 
baby. How many would that make? His answer would be, logically, 
three. But you ask a soil conservationist that question and his answer 
is, it might be 2 and 1 to carry. 

In regard to the inland waterway, I have mentioned on numerous 
occasions, and it is not on this sheet, the forestry association would 
be opposed to tolls on the inland w aterway because it is a means of 
transportation for a great deal of forest products from the land and 
from the harvest area to the plants consuming the same. 

I thank you very much. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Graeber. Are there any 
questions ? 

Mr. Liescoms. No questions. 

Mr. Jones. I have a telegram which I would like to make a part 
of the record at this point, addressed to the Honorable Robert Jones, 
chairman of the Water Resources and Power Committee, Raleigh, 
N. C., which reads as follows: 

Regret I cannot be at meeting today and tomorrow due to sickness. Ask op- 
portunity that I might present several matters concerning your committee when 
Congress convenes in January. I appreciate your coming and hope you enjoy 
your stay in North Carolina. 

HERBERT C. BONNER, M. C. 

We are very grateful to Mr. Bonner and know, of course, of his 
great interest in “the water problems of your great State. 
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Our next witness is Dr. D. J. Rose, of Goldsboro, N. C., president 
of the Neuse River Basin Association. 

Mr. Wisr. He sent word he could not be here until tomorrow. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. John Swain, of the Raleigh County Commissioners 
Association. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Mr. R. Flake Shaw, of the North Carolina Farm Bu- 
reau Federation. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Is there anybody here who would like to testify on this 
matter who wants to volunteer? It is a part of our job. We have 
come down to hear you and if you have any statements you would 
like to make to the committee we will receive them at this time. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. The committee will adjourn until 9 a. m. tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 3:20 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned until 9 
a. m., the following day, Thursday, September 29, 1955.) 
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COMMISSION ON ORGANIZATION OF THE EXECUTIVE 
BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT 


(Water Resources and Power Report) 
Part 2—Raleigh, N. C. 


THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 29, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER RESOURCES AND POWER 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Raleigh, N. C. 

The special subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, in the 
Board Room, State Agriculture Building, Raleigh, N. C., at 9:05 
a.m., Hon. Robert E. Jones, Jr., chairman of the special subcommittee, 
presiding. 

Present: Representatives Jones and Lipscomb. 

Also present: Senator W. Kerr Scott; Representatives Harold D. 
Cooley, Carl T. Durham, and F. Ertel Carlyle; William C. Wise, 
staff director; William L. Sturdevant, staff member; and Robert 
Morris. 

Mr. Jonrs. The committee will come to order. 

Our first witness this morning is Mr. H. M. Nicholson. 


STATEMENT OF H. M. NICHOLSON, APPEARING ON BEHALF OF 
MESSRS. WHITE AND DILL, COCHAIRMEN OF THE NORTH CARO- 
LINA STATE LEVEL DELEGATES TO THE NATIONAL RIVERS AND 
HARBORS CONGRESS 


Mr. Nicnotson. Mr. Chairman, if you will permit me, I have pre- 
pared a statement. It is not long and I would like to read it in its 
entirety, if [ may; but if the time gets too short I will cut it down. 

Mr. Jones. Very well. You may proceed. 

Mr. NicHotson. My name is H. M. Nicholson; my address is Post 
Office Box No. 1584, Wilmington, N.C. I am making this statement 
at the request of Messrs. White and Dill, both of whom are officially 
connected with their respective cities, which cities are bearing the 
brunt of recent calamitous visitations. 

I might say Messrs. Dill and White are cochairmen of the North 
Carolina State level delegates to the National Rivers and Harbors 
Congress. 

For causes beyond their control, neither of these gentlemen could 
be present today. However, their forced absence at this time should 
not be construed as a lack of interest on their part in this important 
subject which your committee has before it. 
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House Document No. 208, 84th Congress, 1st session, under the title 
of “Water Resources and Power” is indeed packed with powerful 
implications. It is difficult to visualize the infiinite scope of the 
undertakings comprehended within the seemingly simple terms of 
recommendation No. Ll, pages 36 and 37, paragraphs (a) to (7) of the 
report. For convenience the said paragraphs are quoted as follows: 

(a) That water resources should be developed to assure their optimum use 
and their maximum contribution to the national economic growth, strength, and 
general welfare. 

(b) That water-resources development should be generally undertaken by 
drainage areas—locally and regionally. 

(c) That the Federal Government should assume responsibility when par- 
ticipation or initiative is necessary to further or safeguard the national interest 
or to accomplish broad national objectives, where projects, because of size or 
complexity or potential multiple purposes or benefits, are beyond the means or 
the needs of local or private enterprise. Under other circumstances the re- 
sponsibility for development should be discharged by State or local governments 
or by local organizations or by private enterprise. 

(d@) That in participating in water resources and power development, the 
Federal Government without waiving its constitutional rights should take account 
of the rights and laws of the separate States concerning appropriation, use, 
control, and development of waters within their boundaries. 

(e) That the Federal Government should provide advisory assistance to those 
local and State agencies that are undertaking water-resource and power-develop- 
ment projects. 

(f) That before Congress authorizes or appropriates funds for Federal par- 
ticipation in any water-resource project, it should have substantial evidence 
that the project is economically justified and financially feasible, and that such 
project is essential to national interest. 

(g) That one Federal agency should be made responsible for collecting and 
reviewing the adequacy of hydrologic data. 

(h) That all Federal agencies administering revenue-producing water-resource 
and power projects should pay all cash revenues to the Treasury as miscellan- 
eous receipts, and receive an annual appropriation for cash-operating 
expenditures. 

(i) That regulation of rates for sale of electrical energy by all Federal agen- 
cies be vested in the Federal Power Commission. 


The Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the 
Government and its task force spent a great deal of time and study 
on the very broad, important, and timely subject of water resources 
before condensing their proposals into the foregoing brief policy- 
point recommendations. 

Without the benefit of no more than a somewhat superficial con- 
sideration of the report in its entirety and in view of the separate 
statements by some members of the Commission, we are persuaded 
that any approach toward translating these policy points into legis- 
lation should proceed under the watchword “caution.” This comment 
stems from the general knowledge that the various States are just 
now beginning to provide the means whereby the water resources 
within their respective boundaries may best be utilized, distributed, 
or stored or under the compact provisions of the Federal Consti- 
tution whether two or more States could best proceed to protect a 
water development extending beyond the boundaries of a single State. 

The development of atomic energy for private power production 
and distribution, we believe, should also be considered in any legis- 
lation to limit the objectives for which multiple-purpose dams have 
heretofore been construced, if thereby substantial economies could 
be obtained. 
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The terms “national defense” and “conserve” or “conservation” are 
conspicuous by their absence from these policy-point recommendations. 

Recommendation No. 2, page 39, of the report, would provide for 
the creation of a Water Resources Boar d to be located in the Executive 
Office of the President. It is our view that a Water Resources Board, 
if created, should not be subject wholly to the executive branch, but 
rather it should be an agency of the Congress with independent bipar- 
tisan status. 

Recommendation No. 3, page 39, proposes a staff of engineers within 
the Bureau of the Budget to ev valuate the merits of water-dev elopment 
projects presented for appropriations. This recommendation, if effec- 
tuated and carried to its logical conclusion, would bring into the 
Bureau of the Budget professional personnel in all lines of endeavor 
from all of the executive branch departments—Defense, Agriculture, 
Commerce, Labor, Interior, Health, Education, and Welfare, and 
many others from the other branches of our Government. 

Recommendation No. 7, page 83, that all projects declared obsolete 
or unsound by the Chief of Engineers be removed from congressional 
authorizations, appears to be a matter of procedure, the course of 
which should by all means provide for notice to all persons of record 
in the original actions which preceded the authorization that con- 
sideration 1s being given to a recission or vacation of the outstanding 
authorization in whole or in part, as the case may be, and that upon 
request therefor a public hearing be held. All other persons who 
may have acquired an interest since the authorization of a project 
and the public generally should be given advance notice of intention 
to rescind. A hearing should be affor ded, whether as a privilege 
orasaright. It might well be the latter since easements and grants- 
in-fee are sometimes involved in these matters. 

Recommendation No. 8, page 85, of the report, according to its 
precise terms, would give ‘the Interstate Commerce Commission dis- 
cretionary authority to fix user charges and the level therof on inland 
waterways except for smaller pleasure craft. 

The immediately preceding text. in the report (pp. 84, 85) upon 
which this recommendation seems to rest is faulty and fragmentary in 
some respects 

The Commission’s unexplained discrimination as between smaller 
and larger pleasure craft would doubtless result in eliminating or 
reducing the operation of the so-called larger category over the inland 
waterways and force such craft into the coastal lanes of the open sea. 
In any event, the imposition of a toll would seriously retard the devel- 
opment along our coast of an important industry. It would deprive 
many persons of gainful employment and many others would be 
deprived of desirable recreation facilities. 

(Quoted from page 84 is this sentence: 

Also, there has developed a traffic on large pleasure craft mostly on inland 

canals for the benefit of a minor number of persons. 
In our opinion the word “minor” does not properly describe the 
number of persons involved and to support our opinion on this point 
we tender for information of the committee a statement identified as 
appendix A. 


Abstract from section XII, pages 7, 8, and 9 of a Report on Survey of North 
Carolina Inland Ports and Waterways by Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Hall, & Mac- 
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Donald,, engineers of New York, N. Y., submitted June 26, 1954, to Mr. Ben E. 4 
Douglas, Director, Department of Conservation and Development: { af 
“Marinas: The word ‘marina,’ coined some years ago by the National Asso- cr’ 
ciation of Engine and Boat Manufacturers, is applied to the modern boat basin | 
with facilities for berthing all types of recreational craft, as well as providing 
adequate supplies, provisions, service, and means for fueling. Although some- i 


times used to describe such limited facilities as a single finger pier with a gas § ste 
pump on the end, ordinarily it infers some or all of the following appurtenances: j r 
“(a) Berthing slips with mooring facilities including access walkways, either : yu 


covered or open. ; 
“(b) Fueling stations. } 


“(e) Water and electric outlets at the slips. co 
“(d) Repair shops, marine railway, and spare parts. | un 
“(e) Toilets, showers, telephone, garbage disposal, ice. ; th 
“(f) Stores, shops, restaurant, lounge, or club. ; fo 
“*(g) Theater, playgrounds, or other recreational facilities. : ] 
“(h) Landscaping, parking lot or waterfront park. th 
“(i) Adequate personnel to man facilities and service the craft. : be 
“One of the most phenomenal expansions since World War II has been that ; 
of the pleasure craft industry, sales having more than doubled during the post- : WwW: 
war period. In January 1953 Life magazine reported that boating was dollar- ‘ Ls 
wise, America’s most important recreation. Even then there was 1 boat for : a 
every 32 persons in the United States or about 5 million craft if the smallest i an 
types are included. The provision of moorings, slips, and storage space has ' pl 
lagged far behind this trend. It was estimated that their number could be lir 
doubled without meeting the demand. In many cities boat dealers cannot sell te] 
cruisers unless they can provide a slip for the purchaser. The past year has ; : 
seen this increase accentuated throughout the country with similar reports ; wl 
coming from the coastal areas of North Carolina. } te 
“In 1951 there were about 2,400 documented (5 net registered tons or larger) ; iu 
craft in North Carolina; more recent data are unavailable. In addition, it was ‘ +} 
reported * * * July 28, 1954, that there were 8,932 smaller boats registered in : be 
the State. From the same source information was obtained that there are about ‘ = 
5,000 transient craft from other States that travel through the coastal water- ‘ 
ways. Attempts to verify the latter figure indicate that it is considerably high. a po 
The 1953 total of north and south bound pleasure craft passing Carolina Beach ; 
draw span was 2,295 and this may have included some local vessels. However, su! 
there is a definite upward trend in this traffic, with a 23 percent increase since , 
1950. Sol 
“The heaviest southbound traffic occurs in October and November and north- { lin 
bound in April and May, with three and four hundred passages in a single month. 
Most of the smaller boats use the Dismal Swamp route and following the Intra- nu 
coastal Waterway they have marina or similar services available at Elizabeth ; str 
City, Belhaven, Hobucken, Morehead City, Beaufort, Swansboro, Wrightsville, : dis 
Carolina Beach, Wilmington, and Southport. The long intervening stretches : tar 
between these points offer little in the way of service to the throughbound th; 
yachtsman. There are a few marinas or small-boat basins at other points off : 
the Intracoastal Waterway such as New Bern, Hatteras, Ocracoke, and with pa 
minimum facilities at Manteo, Oriental, and other locations. pa 
“There is a real need for additional installations and expanded services ‘ 
throughout the area * * *, Svs 
“The entire field of pleasure-craft facilities is highly important to the future oe 
development of eastern North Carolina and could well be made the subject of sta 
a separate and detailed investigation.” rat 
The source of this statement is a public document entitled, “Report . 
on Survey of North Carolina Inland Ports and Waterways, prepared sy ( 
for the Department of Conservation and Development; Parsons, Inl 
Brinckerhoff, Hall & MacDonald, Engineers, New York, 1954.” be 
We believe the factual data reported by a reliable engineering : . 
firm as set forth in the appendix wherein is described the situation bw 
respecting the inland waterway in the State of North Carolina when a 
considered as illustrative of many other States will serve to rebut the for 


statement, that only a minor number of persons would be adversely 
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affected by the imposition of a user charge except for smaller pleasure 
craft. 

Recommendation No. 8, that Congress authorize a user charge on 
inland waterways except for smaller pleasure craft, is also based, as 
stated in the text, on the assumption that the current long-standing 

ractice constitutes a special privilege, mostly to large shippers of 
alk commodities. Transportation experts disagree among themselves 
on many points relating to the questions and problems which arise in 
connection with their chosen field of endeavor. However, there is 
unanimity of opinion among such experts that all freight charges in 
the final analysis are borne by the ultimate consumer; and, allowing 
for certain valid exceptions to that proposition, it would then appear 
that inland waterway transportation would inure in some degree to the 
benefit of millions of consumers. 

The report (p. 81) refers to the broad picture of our inland water- 
ways as three separate but integrated systems; first, that of the Great 
Lakes; secondly, that of the great Mississippi River drainage system; 
and the third as our inland coastal canals. The entire, yet incom- 
plete, system is of tremendous concern to the State of North Caro- 
lina. However, reference to the latter component of the entire sys- 
tem as inland coastal canals, being closest to home, gives rise to 
what we hope is needless anxiety for the reason that later on in the 
text (p. 85), in referring to a user charge, it is stated : 

* * * such a charge even of small dimensions would quickly demonstrate 
which waterways have now become obsolete service and thus indicate those 
where the cost of maintenance and operation could be eliminated. 

Obviously under such results the system as a whole, including that 
portion of it which fills a definite realistic need along our coast, would 
surely disintegrate. 

Most of us have heard the story about how in the State of Louisiana 
some years ago there was only enough money available to pave a 
limifed number of highway miles, and in order to double that limited 
number of miles within a short period it was decided to pave a short 
stretch, then skip over and leave the highway unpaved for a similar 
distance, then pave another stretch, after which the next short dis- 
tance would be left unpaved, and so on. The result was, of course, 
that the highway users raised such a how] that the intervening un- 
paved stretches were soon properly paved and connected up with the 
paved segments. 

The Louisiana scheme of acquiring an extended improved highway 
system was at least some sort of progress, but we are hard put to under- 
stand the motive for applying that scheme in reverse to disintegrate 
rather than retain that which is already well on the way toward inte- 
gration and implementation of the entire national transportation 
system. 

On page 84 of the report under the caption, “A User Charge on 
Inland Waterway Traffic,” the brief discussion there refers to the 
absence of any distinguishing fact, theory, or principle to support 
user charges for the Panama Canal which does not equally support 
user charges for inland waterways. May we suggest to the committee 
that distinguishing facts, theories, and principles most certainly exist 
for tolls to transit the Panama Canal which do not support the 
recommendation of a user charge for inland waterways. The charge 
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for transiting the Panama Canal is the result of international policy 
and treaty obligations of fairly recent origin, whereas the national 
or domestic policy and tradition respecting inland waterways has 
remained as it is today for upward of two centuries. We urge upon 
this committee that it heed the words of Solomon when he admonished, au 
“Remove not the ancient landmark, which thy fathers have set.” f 
(Proverbs 22, 28.) Or in this particular situation it might be said, 
“Remove not the ancient watermark.” 
There can be little doubt that inland waterway routes contributed 


materially to the vast industrial development in the Pittsburgh area | te 
and that the Warrior-Tombigbee waterway system facilitated expan- 
sion of the Birmingham, Ala., area. While industrial growth in the g 


North Carolina coastal plain area in the inland vonrnay region has 
not reached such large proportions, there has been a definite expan- 


sion along the waterway area in recent year, and we believe that any m 
lessening of the transportation services now available would retard a 
that trend. Elimination of or reduction in service now available on ta 


our coast by the inland waterway would slow up the decentralization 
of industry under the private enterprise system. Existing industry 


would be deprived of a service, the availability of which was a deter- gi 
mining factor in selecting present locations, Port terminals for han- h 
dling cargoes, consisting principally of bulk commodities, would rap- | il 
idly depreciate ; and carrying equipment, work boats, barges, et cetera, p) 
would fall into disrepair. Transportation service to and from a num- 
ber of our towns would become a serious problem. | aul 
Here, again, we wonder about the floating equipment of the Federal tr 
Government now seen on our coastal inland waterway and the ab- th 
sence in the user charge recommendation of any reference whatsoever fc 
to the national defense. The inland waterway reaches the fringe of ju 
the large, permanent, active Army post of Fort Bragg, near Fay- ge 
etteville. Recent press releases announce the construction of a turning of 
basin at Camp Lejeune, a large United States marine base, ow the 
inland waterway. This new adjunct of the base is described as the 
latest step in the improvement of training facilities involving LSM | ki 
(landing ship, medium) craft. in 
Just last week in Washington before the transportation and commu- | us 
nications subcommittee of the House Committee on Interstate and m 
Foreign Commerce, Arthur S. Flemming, Director of the Office of 
Defense Mobilization, stated that full mobilization could very easily th 
increase the aggregate demand for domestic freight transportation by = 
some 20 percent, expressed in ton-miles. “The transportation system ba 
must be capable of absorbing this overload rapidly or we lack an ade- cl 


quate mobilization base in a most vital segment of our defense econo- 
my,” said Mr. Fleming. 
Surely, continued operation of the inland waterway is worthy of = 
serious consideration as a cushion for the impact of increased trans- 
portation needs which, as indicated, would arise from full mobiliza- 
tion. We believe that continuation of the time-honored practice of 
maintaining our inland waterways as a complementing part of the j 
national transportation system is a better method of contributing to 7s 
the standby service for possible mobilization than that which may be of 
devised for other forms of transport at the taxpayers’ expense. h 
We urge that you not translate Recommendation No. 8 into pro- = 
posed legislation. 
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Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Nicholson. 

Mr. Nicnotson. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Do you have any questions, Mr. Lipscomb? 

Mr. Lirescoms. Mr. Nicholson, do pleasure craft or other craft which 
are using the inland waterway pay either a Federal or State gasoline 
tax? 

Mr. Nicnotson. They pay a State tax, most of them. 

Mr. Lirscoms. They pay no Federal tax on gasoline? 

Mr. Nicnorson. Well, they do. I think 1 cent or 114 cents Federal 
tax is included in the tax they pay. Two cents it is. 

Mr. Lrescoms. In some States the State law even allows them to 
get a refund on the State tax they pay on gasoline. 

Mr. Nicuotson. I believe that is right. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Just for my own information, why is it that the 
marine engines and pleasure craft do not pay a gasoline tax such as 
a highway tax; an oil tax or gasoline tax could be considered a user 
tax for the waterways? 

Mr. Nicuoison. I am not sure I understand that. 

Mr. Lirscoms. I mean, everybody who uses the highways pays a 
gasoline tax. They take that tax money in theory and put it into 
highways. What is the difference between that theory and charging 
a gasoline tax for boats, and then putting that tax money into the im- 
provements on the inland waterway / 

Mr. Nicnoison. Of course, the inland waterway and the highways 
and airways and railroads are all separate and distince modes of 
transportation. I don’t know that I am prepared to go into all of 
those things of such long-standing practices which constitute a basis 
for those differences which have existed and which do exist today. I 
just do not think I am in a position to go into that. I will be glad to 
get you some data on it, but I have not studied that particular aspect 
of it. 

But there is a difference, of course, in the type of highways—— 

Mr. Lipscoms. Yesterday the same question came up and it was 
kind of interesting to me. I was wondering what the difference is 
in the theory that waterway people who use gasoline on their boats and 
use waterways do not pay Federal and States taxes, and why such tax 
money could not be used to improve and help the inland waterway ? 

Mr. Nicnoison. According to the report itself, the implication 
there is if you put a tax on it then the inland waterway would dis- 
integrate. That is the way I read their report, and I suppose it is 
based on factual data that the Commission got together. That is very 
clear to me. 

Mr. Lirscoms. I have no opinion on it at all. 

Mr. Jones. On that point, Mr. Nicholson, at the present time alk 
users of gasoline and diesel fuel pay a Federal tax. 

Mr. Lipscomp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. That gasoline tax now runs to about $1 billion a year. 

Mr. Nicuoitson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. The marine users of diesel fuel and gasoline are paying 
a Federal tax, to be expended on the construction and maintenance 
of roads. 

Mr. Nicuotson. That is a fact. It is done, I am sure of that, to 
the full extent. 
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Mr. Jones. Aviation gasoline is taxed the same as marine fuel. 
They do not benefit directly from the construction of roads, do they ? 

Mr. Nicuoison. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. But they pay a Federal tax that goes more for road 
construction ? 

Mr. NicuHo.son. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. Otf the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jones. On page 3 of your statement, concerning recommenda- 
tion No. 7, which would permit the deauthorization of projects that 
were not considered economically feasible, or were of such nature 
as to put them out of date, you make the plea that public hearings be 
held. To what extent would you require those public hearings? 

Mr. NicHotson. Well, prior to the authorization by Congress of 
such projects, public hearings in most cases were held by the engineers. 

Mr. Jones. That’s right. 

Mr. Nicnorson. It seems to me the Corps of Engineers, in my ex- 
perience with them, have been very thorough in estimating the need, 
or the necessity of going into a project, before they recommend it for 
authorization. They have been very thorough. It is not just one 
of these things that slips through. It receives a lot of careful atten- 
tion before it is presented to Congress for authorization. 

It seems to me that the same sort of care, if it is going to be rescinded, 
should go into it before it goes to Congress, in somewhat the same 
manner as it went there originally. 

Mr. Jones. Do you not think C ongress itself will be a proper forum 
to decide whether or not the projects should be rescinded ¢ 

Mr. NicnHorson. I think Congress would in the final analysis, but 
probably the Corps of Engineers should hold these hearings before 
it gets back to Congress on a recommendation for rescission. Prob- 
ably some of these field heari ings should be held which they do hold 
on these projects before they are authorized by Congress. Congress, 
in the final analysis, certainly would be the proper forum. 

Mr. Jones. The report is given by the Corps of Engineers to the 
Congress as to the status of the project. We have expanded some 
$42 million on projects, and on surveys and plans of projects, and in 
some instances we have spent more money on the planning of the proj- 
ect than the project itself cost, and the project was never completed. 

Mr. NicHotson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. It seems to me there is merit to your position. 

Mr. Nicuotson. Yes, sir. I meant to state, and I believe I did not 
make it clear, although I certainly intended to do so, that in the final 
analysis Congress is the final authority which would rescind any 
project which it initially authorized itself. I think that is logical. 

Mr. Jones. On page 4 of your statement in regard to recommenda- 
tion No. 8, would you mind going into the mechanics as to how you 
set up ase ale of tolls and exceptions thereto ? 

Mr. NicHortson. Well, Mr. Chairman, that is very complicated. I 
made a study of it and just limited it to the certain time limitations 
I had, but it is very complicated. I have no “open sesame” theory on 
it, and I have not seen one proposed by the outstanding experts in 
this country, and I have read some of the authorities on it. It looks 
like a real problem within itself to me. 


barnett nce RUA Reka» 2 


inline hI ts ans Nastia 


LN aetna 





a a = 2 


1h. 


rh mh 











1 
4 
j 
| 
if 
: 
| 
: 
; 


aS EN Sl he i ed Se ts Saban Es wi bait PET Ra es 


<eee 


ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 389 


Mr. Jones. I recall a project in Alabama which was authorized and 
completed at the expense of $15,000 in 1835. Do you think you would 
go back to 1835 and develop the arithmetic on the project for a user’s 
toll on that project where Federal funds were expended on it in 18354 

Mr. Nicnotson. Here is one thing—no, sir. Idon’tthinkso. That 
is too involved. It seems to me it would cost more than it is worth 
to product any kind of formula that would be fair. 

But the thing that strikes me on it is, you have some areas that I 
am sure—and I don’t know whether you are familiar with these—on 
the west coast, like Stockton, and up in the Northwest on the Columbia 
River there are some areas where the inland waterways have con- 
tributed materially to their present industrial expansion there. You 
are going back to put a toll on there and make them pay for something 
ind then let somebody else sutfer who needs some expansion, and the 
industries located in their neighborhood. Are you going to discrimi- 
nate as between points where the canal and inland waterways have 
already contributed and between places where there are undeveloped 
areas and the use is certainly needed ¢ 

One other thing that bothered me a little bit. As a matter of fact, 
I have not had but a very short time to look at the whole picture. As 
far as the toll part of it is concerned, it is just too much for me. It 
would not bea simple thing. I willsay that. Iam sure of that. The 
establishment of it and the level of it would not be a simple thing. 

Mr. Jones. How would you establish the rate on these new proj- 
ects which have not been put under construction and which have been 
authorized on an economic formula of justification on the ratio of 
Federal expenditures as against the benefits of the project? 

Mr. Nicuotson. Well, fr: ankly, I just can’t answer that question. 

I don’t believe it has any simple workable answer to it. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Nicholson, if you find a way that it ean be done with 
any real degree of satisfaction, I would like to know about it, because 
I have not in my mind been able to perceive any way where you have 
such a variety of tolls, since it would be impossible to have any yard- 
stick or uniformity. 

Mr. Nicnorson. It has no precedent. I know that. You have noth- 
ing to guide you—no past performance. You would certainly be 
plowi ing in a new field. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Nicholson. 

Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Lirescoms. No questions. 

Mr. Nicuotson. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Jack Farrell, South Eastern North Carolina Beach 
Association ? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Jones. Senator Ray Walton? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Richard Meier? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Charles M. Trott? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Mr. D. J. Rose? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Mayor George Dill? 

(No response.) 
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Mr. Jones. Mr. L. C. Kure? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Captain Eddy Haneman? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. W. H. Stockley? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Senator Vivian Whitfield ? 

{No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. We will have a short recess, since I understand these 
witnesses will arrive a little later. 

(Whereupon a short recess was had.) 

Mr. Jones. I will put these telegrams in the record at this point. 


Congressman Rosert E. JONES, 
Subcommittee of House Committee on Government Operations, 
851 Agriculture Building Annew, Raleigh, N. C. 


It will not be possible for me to appear before your subcommittee at Raleigh 
tomorrow. Please grant me leave to insert a statement in the record at some 
subsequent convenient time. 

Sam J. Ervin, Jr., United States Senator. 


Iam sorry Senator Ervin could not be with us. I tried to reach him 
yesterday. 

Now I have a telegram addressed to Honorable Robert E. Jones, 
chairman, Honorable Martha Griffiths, Honorable Henry Reuss, and 
Honorable Glenard Lipscomb. 


The subcommittee of the House Committee on Government Operations, by the 
very nature of its assignment, is in a position to perform a public service of 
immeasurable usefulness. The Hoover Commission emphasizes in its report on 
water resources and power, submitted to Congress, on June 27 last, that there 
is an imperative need for a clear and consistent national policy which will “‘pro- 
gressively promote conservation and development of this vital national resource 
for the Nation as a whole, as well as for the States and local communities.” Al- 
though Congress has assumed increasingly greater responsibilities in this field 
there is no overall policy for water utilization, demarcating the Government’s 
role. The absence of a national policy results in the waste of ‘“‘a primary human 
necessity.” 

The development of a sound and comprehensive public policy has been urged 
for many years by Members of Congress, other public bodies, and executive agen- 
cies. There is general agreement as to the urgent need for the formulation of 
such a policy, and this is one aspect of the problem which should certainly be 
removed from controversy. 

Congress will, of course, have to determine what the policy should be, and 
it will only do so after thorough consideration and full debate. 

The effectiveness of the subcommittee will be enhanced by the objectivity 
with which it evaluates the recommendations of the Hoover Commission con- 
tained in its own report on water resources and power that it has submitted to 
Congress. 

You are doubtless aware that the original hearing of the subcommittee, con- 
ducted at Mount Pocono, Pa., produced an unfavorable public reaction. 

At least one of the witnesses admitted that, at the time he prepared his state- 
ment to the committee, he had not read the Commission’s report. 

Judging from reports in the North Carolina papers, there has been a general 
failure to distinguish between the Commission’s report and the task force’s 
report. For example, the impression was conveyed in Raleigh and elsewhere 
in this region that the Commission recommended Federal aid for flood-control 
projects be restricted to interstate streams. No such recommendation was made. 
It will be helpful to the committee and to the Congress if the witnesses be fully 
informed concerned the recommendations made by the Commission as well as 
with the detailed analysis of the water-resources problem. The Commission 
report represents the most exhaustive study of the water-resource problem that 
has ever been made. 


CHARLES B. COATES, 
Evecutive Vice Chairman, Citizens Committee for the Hoover Report 
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Mr. Jonxs. Of course, there has been no attempt on the part of the 
chairman or any member of this committee that I know anything 
about, to discredit the Hoover Commission or any of the members of 
the task force, or members of the Hoover Commission. It did have 
and it has the responsibility and the objective of presenting the issues 
that have been raised by the Hoover Commission report and the task 
force report. 

As I stated yesterday, of course, you cannot consider one without 
considering the other, that is, the C ommission recommendations and 

task force report, because the latter is the basis upon which the 
Commission reached its decision. In other words, that is its justifica- 
tion for the utterances of the Hoover Commission. 

The committee has already determined that the task force report is 
properly before it. Of course, the position of the citizens committee 
contained in that telegram is beating a dead horse, when Mr. Coates 
says that the task force is not a part of the matter under consideration 
by this subcommittee. There are several facts that I think should be 
ascertained about the citizens committee for the Hoover report, 
because as I understand it, they have issued copies of the Commission’s 
report and have failed to issue the volume No. II, which is a dissent 
from the recommendations contained in volume No. I. 

Now, if the citizens committee group is urging the adoption of the 
Commission’ s recommendations and they want to be fair and impartial 
in the minds of the public, they should make all of the facts available 
to the public—not only the majority report contained in volume I, but 
they should also present to the public, in order hat they can determine 
wisely and prudently the facts of the matter, the dissenting report con- 
tained in volume IT. 

I hope that the issue is one which is fully resolved, and that we will 
not have to go through it at every hearing, with them saying that no 
part of the task force report is before the subcommittee. 

Mr. Lirscomr. Mr. Cairman, naturally I take a different view- 
point on this. I would like to give an example illustrating my position 
on the matter. 

We have just discussed recommendation No. 8 concerning the user 
charges on the inland waterways. The only connection that the task 
ae report has with this particular subcommittee, I believe, is when 

e come to a recommendation such as No. 8. We can look to the task 
foeee “tn eg for the background material that supports recommenda- 
tion No. 8. That is the only value that the task force report has to us. 

Other recommendations in the task force report were not embraced 
by the Hoover Commission. That is the only use that the task force 
report has, and that is why it was submitted to Congress, in my opin- 
ion—to back up and to give the details concerning the recommenda- 
tions contained in the Hoover Commission report. 

Any other recommendations the task force made do not have any 
valid meaning to this committee. 

Mr. Jones. It is in the book. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Information supporting, as I pointed out, recom- 
mendation No. 8, is in the book—the task-force report. That is the 
background material that the Hoover Commission used in part to sub- 
stantiate their recommendation No. 8 in this particular case. 

Mr. Jones. We will have a recess until the witnesses we have 
scheduled appear. I understand it will be about 10 or 10:15 a. m. 
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(Whereupon a recess was had.) 
Mr. Jones. Our next witness is Harry B. Caldwell, Master of the 
North Carolina State Grange. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY B. CALDWELL, MASTER, NORTH CAROLINA 
STATE GRANGE 


Mr. Caupweti. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 

First of all, I want to express our thanks to you and the members 
of your committee for your decision to come to North Carolina for 
one of these hearings. 

I am Harry B. Caldwell, master of the North Carolina State 
Grange, from Greensboro. said 

The grange is a general farm organization with members in all 
areas of the State. Our members have a keen interest in water, its con- 
servation, control, and use, and in the development and use of electric 
power. We want to see the resources of the State developed for the 
benefit of all. 

We believe that the economic growth of the State will depend to a 
large extent upon the supply of water and power and the use made 
of these resources. North Carolina is in the high rainfall area. Even 
so, we are frequently plagued by droughts during certain seasons of 
the year which destroy our crops and endanger the water supplies 
for municipalities and industry. We have the potential water re- 
sources which, if properly developed and wisely used, will meet the 
current and foreseeable needs for agriculture and industry in this area. 

While there is much that can and should be done by the State and 
local units of government and by the people themselves, there is a real 
need for Federal action in flood control, valley development; soil, 
timber, and water conservation; navigation, drainage, and electric- 
power programs. 

We agree that an “imperative need exists for a clear definition of 
the role and policies of the Federal Government in the framework 
of a consistent national water policy which will progressively promote 
conservation and development of this vital natural resource for the 
Nation as a whole, as well as for the States and local communities.” 

We have not had sufficient time, Mr. Chairman, to properly analyze 
the task force and Commission reports on water resources and power 
since receiving notice of this hearing. Consequently, our comments 
will be of a general nature and limited. 

The North Carolina State Grange believes that the need for action 
calls for positive leadership by the Federal Government. The reports 
now before you seem to place major emphasis on the role of private 
interests and local government in the development of these great re- 
sources. While we recognize the need for cooperation between the 
Federal Government, the States, localities, and private citizens in 
arriving at solutions to our water problems, we hope that the impli- 
‘ations of the committee reports will be carefully analyzed before 
any action is taken to restrict Federal participation in these programs. 

_We do not feel that the agricultural aspects of the problem were 
given adequate recognition in the Commission reports. Moreover, the 
Commission, in our opinion, made a basic mistake in considering the 
water resources as an independent entity, since we know that water 
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is part of an inseparable complex which also includes land, timber, 
crops, grass, and other values. 

The largest water reservoir in the world, outside of the oceans, is 
land. In the consideration of any policy affecting water and land 
resources, this fact cannot be overlooked or ignored. It also appears 
to us that the Commission failed to give adequate attention to under- 
ground water supplies, underground water recharge, or drainage, 
in their report. 

We would like to see the Small Watershed Act strengthened. Far- 
mers find it difficult to understand why they are required to pay such 
a large percentage of the cost of a small watershed project which 
benefits an entire area, while flood-control projects on a major stream 
are financed by the Federal Government. 

Mr, Chairman, there is a problem there we hope will be carefully 
reviewed by the members of the committee. The Small Watershed 
Act was a step in the right direction. Recognition of the problems 
on the tributaries of the main streams is encompassed there. How- 
ever, under the provisions of that act farmers are required to make 
financial contributions toward the expense. We know under the flood- 
control acts, as presently carried on by the Government, that the 
Federal Government pays the entire cost of the investigations and 
the construction of the dams on the major streams, which benefit only 
a portion of the total population of the United States. It is rather 
difficult for us as farmers to see why there should be that discrimina- 
tion in the operation of these two vital programs. 

Mr. Jones. May I interrupt to tell you that Congressman Harold 
Cooley just walked in, and you are talking about a bill which he 
piloted through the House and which has the solution to water re- 
source development on our farms throughout the country. I know 
Mr. Cooley will be interested in your observation of the operation 
of that act, because I know that there has been no one who has been 
as diligent and who has occupied his time more with the problem 
and is as close to it as Mr. Cooley. Therefore I am sure he would 
welcome your repeating that comment, Mr. Caldwell. 

Mr. Catpweiu. Well, Mr. Cooley and I are very warm personal 
friends and I have discussed this matter with him some and will 
discuss it with him some more. Therefore, in order to save your time 
and the time of the members of the committee, if it is satisfactory I 
will not repeat it now, but he and I will get up to date on it. 

To the extent that water problems are solved back on the land 
where the rain falls, the need for large expensive structures can be 
minimized and the entire area benefited. 

Congress should be sure that the agricultural aspects, including the 
maximum use of the Small Watershed Act, have been considered for 
each project area before any steps are taken to build large dams 
solely for flood-control purposes. 

Speaking as a farmer and a representative of farmers, it has been 
our feeling that the needs of agriculture and the problems on the 
tributaries in many instances have been largely ignored by agencies 
of Government promoting flood-control programs on the main streams. 
Many of those expenditures have been made for the construction of 
large dams on main streams where different programs would have 
brought greater benefits to the area at perhaps even less cost to the 
Government. So we are hopeful that the agricultural aspects of 
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these projects will be given even more attention in the future than 
in the past. 

Mr. Jones. Has the Extension Service given very much thought 
and attention to these water-conservation practices ¢ 

Mr. Caupwett. Both the Extension Service and the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service, as well as the farm organizations in this State, have 
given attention to them. But, of course, we are confronted with 
national policy in some instances, in which decisions are made as to 
the erection of structures and the building of structures on main 
streams, over which we have little or no control and may have no voice. 

Mr. Jones. There has not been anybody who has done as much 
as your great Dr. Hugh Bennett of North Carolina in the field of water 
conservation and soil conservation and good Jand-management prac- 
tices. So it is good to come to the State of North Carolina, where 
the program was born. 

Mr. Catpwett. Dr. Bennett certainly pioneered in that develop- 
ment of the Soil Conservation Service and their programs, and we in 
agriculture are grateful to him for the things that have been accom- 
plished. 

There is also an urgent need for speeding up the land capability 
inventory if we expect to develop either a water or natural resource 

olicy for the Nation. I am speaking now of the Commission reports. 
Vhile we recognize that recommendation No. 1 has some merit, we do 
not agree with ere (h) and (i) as found on page 37 of the 
Commission report. 

We came to the conclusion, as we read the reports—that includes a 
quick reading of the Commission’s reports and the task force reports— 
that the majority at least were not sympathetic with the development 
and distribution of power through such agencies as TVA and REA. 
The statement made in paragraph (h) does not seem to be compatible 
with suggestions found elsewhere in the report that Federal agencies 
administering revenue-producing water resources and power projects 
conduct themselves as business corporations. 

The State grange has given its endorsement to valley development 
rograms on many occasions. Our members recommend that steps 
e taken to coordinate the work of all Federal, State, and local agencies 

on each major watershed project. They also suggest that no project 
be approved for the expenditure of public funds unless a sound ap- 
praisal shows benefits in excess of cost. The same consideration should 
be given agricultural values as are given industrial values in apprais- 
ing costs and benefits. 

Again, I will digress to remark that in studies and analyses that 
have been made by. our research staff in the National Grange that at 
some of the flood-control projects we came to the conclusion that agri- 
cultural values were often not given the same consideration as indus- 
trial values in appraising costs and benefits in the development of 
some of these projects. Often we found agricultural values below 
the structures given one rate, while agricultural values in an area that 
was to be taken out of production given a different rating in trying to 
reach a determination. 

Our organization believes that every watershed project should pro- 
vide for the maximum use of water resources. This will include water 
for people and animals, agricultural and industrial use, the generation 
of power, recreation, and the prevention of floods. 
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Again, I point out that we hope that all aspects of the use of water 
will be taken into account in the development of the programs. We 
hope we will not just build structures to prevent floods 1f there are 
other values that could be included in the development of those projects. 

It also means that the tributaries along the entire river system must 
be taken into consideration before any program is finalized. This 
again suggests that the Federal Government must provide leadership 
if our natural resources are to be properly developed. 

The Tennessee Valley area offers a fine example of what can be 
accomplished. ‘The entire region has made remarkable progress. New 
products and new industries have been promoted, agricultural prac- 
tices improved, flood damage minimized, and electric power rates 
reduced. C onsequently, we ‘hope that the Federal Government will 
provide the kind of leadership which will conserve and develop every 
resource for the welfare of all. 

We do not agree with recommendation No. 6 in the Commission’s 
report. To divorce the construction of headwater dams from land 
treatment would destroy the interrelationships that must be recognized 
if sound natural resource policies are to be carried out. 

Our organization feels that public power projects perform essential 
services as a part of the total electric power program of the Nation. 
We do not want to see the values of these projects restricted by unneces- 
sary or unreasonable regulations. This we believe would be the result 
if the recommendations numbered 9, 10, 11, and 15 were adopted. 

Grange members are supporters of the REA. We know that this 
program has been a major factor in the extension of electric service to 
rural areas. 

These systems are owned by the people who use the service. They 
borrow money from the Federal Government as needed in extending 
and improving their services. 

We hope that no action will be taken by Congress which will retard 
this development in any manner. Grange members have called upon 
Congress to provide adequate loan funds to increase the capacity of 
existing systems and to provide extension of lines to those who do not 
now have electric service. They also recommend that loan funds be 
made available to electric membership corporations for use in con- 
structing generating plants and transmission lines where reasonably 
necessary. 

Our organization endorses the preference given municipalities and 
cooperatives for the purchase of electric power from public power 
projects under the Flood Control Act of 1944. The electric member- 
ship corporations insist upon their right to purchase power directly 
from the Government. We feel that the Federal Government has an 
obligation to make this power available to them at their load centers 
when satisfactory wheeling agreements cannot be negotiated with 
private power companies. We ‘believe that the 1 ight of people to pro- 
vide services for themselves on a cost basis is sound and should be 
preserved. The growth of the private power companies indicates that 
they have benefited and that the general economy has benefited from 
this policy. We hope that Congress will continue to support these 
basic principles. 

We are fearful that some of the recommendations are intended to 
restrict the economic values which now flow from these power projects. 
Our statement does not attempt to analyze the reports now before 
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you. We have attempted to point out a few basic principles advocated 
by the grange which we hope will be helpful as you chart the course for 
future action. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Joners. A very fine statement. 

Any questions, Mr. Lipscomb ? 

Mr. Liescomr. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Caldwell. 

Congressman Cooley, would you come around and join the com- 
mittee ? 

Mr. Cootey. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jones. Our next witness will be Senator W. Kerr Scott, distin- 
guished Senator from North Carolina. 

Senator, we are delighted to have you and we know of your great 
interest in the water resource developments in your State, and of your 
interest in the Nation’s problems in regard to water resources. 

You may proceed, Senator. 


STATEMENT OF HON. W. KERR SCOTT, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Senator Scorr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that Senator 
Ervin got his dates mixed up and he will have something for the record. 
However, I do know that he is very interested in this problem. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, sir. I received a wire from the Senator 
which was made a part of the record, wherein he asked for the right 
to submit a statement. 

Senator Scorr. He is very much interested in it. We are working 
closely together on these matters. 

With your permission, I will just read the statement I have, and in 
that way we can get through quicker. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for giving me the opportunity 
to testify before your subcommittee today. 

Before going into the business at hand, I would like to say that you 
picked a mighty good State to visit. I am sure our colle: ugues will 
concur in that. 

Mr. Jones. We certainly agree. 

Mr. Lirscoms. I certainly do. 

Senator Scorr. I hope that you will obtain valuable information 
in your study of the conversation and development of water resources. 

In order to give thorough consideration to the recommendations of 
the Hoover Commission on water resources and power, I think it is 
wise to examine some of the needs and problems such as we have here 
in North Carolina. 

Yesterday you heard testimony from Governor Hodges and other 
of our State officials and private citizens who are both responsible 
for and interested in our water resources. 

Without going into detail, I would like to call your attention to the 
general situation North Carolina finds itself in with regard to water. 

Briefly, it is this: Far too many of our water resources have never 
passed the paperwork stage of development. I can say that with all 
sincerity, having been born and reared here and havi ing five genera- 
tions of background and folklore about it. I am certain that it is the 
aim of all of those who have testified here to do something about 
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this situation. I am certain that North Carolina is determined to do 
its part in seeing to it that in the future : action will replace delibera- 
tion in going about the solution of water problems. 

For many years, North Carolina has been blessed with bountiful 
supplies of water. For generations we have taken water for granted, 
but the time has come when we must meet the ¢ onsequences of not 01 nly 
failing to develop our water resources, but wasting them through 
stream pollution and uneconomical utilization. 

In North Carolina and the entire South we are in the midst of a 
great industrial revolution. Water, and the ways and means we 
devise to control and use it, will largely determine whether or not 
this revolution goes through a normal full cycle or fizzles out as a niis- 
fire. In more ways than one, water is the key to our future. “We can 
help it bring prosperity and better living to us, or we can let it de- 
generate us. 

The experience we have had with both drought and floods in the 
past few years is grim testimony to the need for wise conservation 
of water on the one hand, and effective control of its damaging 
qualities on the other hand. 

With these things in mind, I would like to discuss with you briefly 
some of the recommendations the Hoover Commission made regard- 
ing water resources and power. 

T will say it 2 or 3 times through here that I want us to keep the 
TVA for a yardstick. We may make some mistakes and it has been 

called to our attention that we are all human and may make some 
mistakes, and we may make them on TVA, but we need it as a yard- 
stick. We never would have gotten the power companies in this State 
to step out and get going. They are doing it now and are doing a 
good job, but it certainly “took them a long time to do it. We need to 
keep the TVA in force and equipped to do the job. I would like 
to say that with all sincerity. I have studied this thing for several 
years. 

I think it can be safely said that the Commission’s report on water 
is by far the most far-reaching of any study the C ommission made. 

In studying it, it is difficult ‘to find ‘anything in that is in keeping 
with the philosophy that has governed this Nation’s efforts of a half 
century to develop its water resources. 

Although I agree with a few specific findings of the Commission, 
I am in general very much opposed to the recommendations it made. 

I think the real test of the recommendations would be found in the 
practical application of them. There is no way they can be put to 
this test, of course, but if this Nation had started its water-de svelop- 
ment programs 50 years ago in the manner recommended by the 
Commission, I think we would find ourselves in a hopeless situation 
today. There would be no such thing as the TVA or other similar 
projects; flood control would be practically nonexistent. It is now 
as far as Cape Fear is concerned. Living on the headwaters of Cape 
Fear, I have not only had a lifetime of experience in observations 
chet but as I say, I have five generations of folklore that goes behind 
that. Irrigation would still be a dream of the future; and our ports 
and harbors would be a shame upon the entire Nation. 

The major theme of the 15 specific recommendations is that water 
development should take place on the local level. Specifically, the 
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Commission says that water development should be generally under- 
taken by drainage areas, locally and regionally. 

The people of North Carolina know what happened to us in these 
local drainage areas during the days of the depression back in the 
thirties. They know what happened there and what we lost by it, 
and what a total loss all of that drainage was—not a total loss, but 
what a tremendous loss it was. Now we are going over it again by 
trying out that local drainage idea project. 

That local drainage is all right, but the State and Federal Govern- 
ments must be the supporting arms for those kinds of programs, in 
my honest opinion. 

Taken literally, that means that the Federal Government should 
get out of the water development business altogether because there 
is no such thing as a national drainage area. For example, the Cape 
Fear River Valley is a North Carolina valley, and its development— 
or lack of development—has little direct bearing on the economic 
life of Oregon. By the same token, Wilmington and Morehead City 
are North Carolina ports, and the depth of their channels is going to 
have very little effect on the amount of wheat shipped from the port 
at Galveston, Tex. 

Quite properly, all water problems are local and regional in nature, 
but—and I want to emphasize this point—that does not mean, by 
any stretch of the imagination, that they are not national problems. 
In the recent tragedy of New England, the Federal Government, the 
Red Cross, and other agencies brought in assistance from throughout 
the country. The tragedy of New England automatically became a 
national tragedy—and a national problem. They could have pre- 
vented that way back yonder. They could have done it, I believe, for 
about $20 million. Now it take $1,500 million, and as far as I am 
concerned I do not know the difference between $20 million and $1,500 
million. After it gets beyond $100 I have to start all over. 

Anyway, that was foolishness on the part of the leadership of the 
country, as far as I am concerned; and it was foolishness on the part 
of the National Government to say, “All right, if that is the way you 
want to do it, do it.” That tragedy could have been prevented and 
ought to have been prevented, and should be prevented in the future. 

Flood control, and anything else that will help to prevent such 
tragedies, is also a national problem, and you cannot get beyond that, 
Mr. Cooley, as I see it. Controlling floods, although they may be 
local or regional in their effects, is a problem for all of us—a national 
problem. By the same token, putting arid lands to profitable use— 
no matter in what river valley or State they are found—is a national 
problem. 

You want those people up there to keep paying taxes, That area 
has been flooded out and drowned out up there. They cannot be pay- 
ing taxes, which means that the rest of us have to ante up still more 
to carry their part of the load until they can get on their economic 
feet again. That is where the national side comes into it. 

We are going to have all of these things happening all the time. 
Nature works that way. 

In addition to my observations on the general philosophy of the 
Commisison’s recommendations, I would like to comment on a few 
specific recommendations. 

The Commisison reports that it sees a need for a water resources 
board that would act as a clearinghouse for all water projects. In 
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my opinion, there is no need for such a board. I think it would delay 
action on many projects rather than expedite action. 

Even now, many projects are analyzed, conferred and reviewed to 
death. I want you to get that statement. I had the honor of repre- 
senting this State at one time as Governor and I was severely criti- 
cized for not conferring with enough folks. The only trouble was, I 
had been talking to them about it for 20 years and nobody paid 
attention to it, so I thought it was time to quit talking about it and 
go to work and do something. In fact, every time I “wanted some- 
thing killed I would just appoint a commission and let them confer, 
and they would confer it out of the picture and kill it. In fact, that 
is what I wanted them to do on some things, but I did not tell them 
that. I would just appoint a commission and let them confer, and 
they conferred it to death, and they will do it here. 

Any water project must be, first of all, either surveyed or proposed 
by an agency of the Government. 

The proposal is also reviewed by the Bureau of the Budget, given 
close examination by the authorizing committees of Congress, and 
studied by the Appropriations Committees of both houses of Congress 
before final consideration by the full Congress. If any project sur- 
vives these tests, then it must demonstrate more than superficial merit. 

The Commission advocates the abolition of the various reclamation 
revolving funds that go a long way toward keeping alive the many 
irrigation programs. “Abolishing these funds would mean that all 
irrigation would have to go on a ‘piecemeal, catch-as-you-can basis. 

The Commission advocates sweeping changes in the present pro- 
gram of headwater dam construction now carried on by the Soil 
Conservation Service of the Department of ie iculture. It recom- 
mends that this operation be taken over by the Corps of Engineers. 

It is true that there is some ov erlapping of function in this opera- 
tion at the present, but it was the original intent that the construction 
of headwater dams would be for the conservation and protection of 
croplands. Engineers in the Department of Agriculture now work 
hand in hand with farm experts in carrying on this program. To 
move them to the Corps of Engineers would mean that the Engineers 
would have to employ farm experts. I think it is just as wise for the 
Department of Agriculture to do a little engineering work as it is for 
the engineers to go into the field of agric ultural economics 

In what is a startling recommendation to me, the Commission calls 
for tolls to be collected on our inland waterw ays. I think the situa- 
tion here in North Carolina serves as an example of how important it 
is to encourage inland waterway traffic rather than retard its flow. 

For some years now, no effort has been spared in developing the 
industrial potential of eastern North C arolina, especially the coastal 
areas. Many millions of dollars have been spent to make Wilming- 
ton and Morehead City thriving ports. 

Because of the lack of railroad facilities in most of our coastal 
areas, the entire economic development of that part of the State, as 
well as industrial development, must depend in large part on water 
transportation. 

By imposing tolls on the inland waterways, we would greatly 
hamper this development that we are working so "hard to accomplish. 

To me, tolls on inland waterways are just about as desirable as tolls 
on airways. I want you to get that. I don’t want you charging for 
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the air. They have got more in this country than anything I know 
about—hot air and everything else. It is just: as logical. 

Quite a bit of attention is devoted by the Commission to water as it 
affec ts the generation and distribution of electric power. Of the 15 
recommendations covering all water policy, 7 deal with electric power 
policy. 

In short, the Commission, through its recommendations, maps a 
course that would, in effect, take the Government out of all its power 
operations. 

Mr. Chairman, I really believe that would be a mistake, as I men- 
tioned a while ago. I think you need a yardstick in there and some- 
body who can do a little needling and get these things out of the 
way. I know in this State—and I will say it again—that our power 
people are doing an excellent job, as Mr. Cooley knows. There is 
no question about that. But it took them a long time to get the point 
that they need to do it or else something is going to happen and 
somehing did happen. Of course, they got going finally, but we fel- 
lows out in the woods just do not like the idea of forever having to 
wait. They say our lifetime is only going to be 65 years. Fora while 
I had decided to live to be a hundred and ten, but I do not know 
whether I can get a commission passed on that or not. They might 
confer me out of the picture before that time. 

In the past, Federal electric power projects have fulfilled three 
key purposes. They have: 

. Provided vital reserves of electric power for times of national 
emer gency. 

Furnished consumers with services that were refused by private 
utilities 

As I said, they have corrected that in this State, but they were a long 
time getting around to doing it. 

Acted as invaluable encouragement to private utilities to improve 
their services and expand their operations, in most cases with accom- 
panying profits, that would not have been undertaken otherwise. 

At a time when we know the demand for electric power will greatly 
increase over the coming years, I do not think it is wise to cut the 
legs from under the present public power agencies as well as erase all 
future public power development. 

Right there I might say, maybe they are afraid of it. I don’t know 
what else. But if. you don’t keep them on their toes, then atomic 
energy or something else is going to take their place, and we are 
going to have it in some way. The people of the United States are 
not going to be satisfied with too much delaying action on any of 
these programs. 

In my opinion, the present public power programs should go on as 
in the past. As for future projects, they should be put into motion 
when private utilities demonstrate that they are unable or unwilling 
to provide comparable service—or when they decide to confer some- 
thing to death. I want that in the record too. It is not in this 
seript I have here; but, they know how to do that. 

While I disagree with most of the Commission’s recommendations, 
T do feel that certain of them should be considered; namely, recom- 
mendations Nos. 4 and 7. Recommendation No. 4 calls for the lifting 
of arbitrary acreage limitations on land holdings in reclamation areas 
and recommendation No. 7 urges the removal of obsolete and un- 
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sound projects from the list of authorized public works projects now 
being carried on the rolls of the Corps of Engineers. 

In summary, I would like to say that the Commission’s recom- 
mendations for the most part show two basic weaknesses. First of 
all, the Commission’s determined effort to show that water problems 
should be handled as local problems and that Federal Government 
should, in effect, abandon its historic role in dealing with them, is a 
farce. Secondly, the Commission attempts to put a dollar-and-cents 
price tag on the whole subject of water resources. 

Regardless of how you look at it, water is a vital part of everything 
all of us do. It affects every aspect of modern living, and it knows 
no county or State lines. Its conservation and development is a 
common problem that. should be handled as a common problem. 
Local and State governments can and do help in overcoming water 
problems, but our efforts cannot stop there. 

It is with these attitudes that we should work to solve our water 
problems. The last thing we need is the narrow attiudte that con- 
stantly creeps to the surface of the Commission’s recommendations— 
an attitude that brought forth a batch of absurd recommendations 
by the Hoover Commission. 

To me, it is incredible that such a philosophy as motivated the 
Hoover Commission’s recommendations should be put forward in the 
20th century, and here today in North Carolina. 

Mr. Chairman, if you have any questions I will be glad to try to 
answer them, or Mr. Cooley can answer them for me. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Senator. I think you have cov- 
ered the situation very thoroughly. We are certainly delighted that 
you have come to be with us tod: ay, Senator, and particularly grateful 
for that very fine statement. We invite you to stay with us and partici- 
pate in the discussions that we have. 

Senator Scorr. Mr. Chairman, as you know a lot of us fellows are 
behind in our hoeing, and I am behind in mine, so I am going to get on. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Our next witness will be Mr. J. H. Farrell, of the Southeastern 


North Carolina Beach Association. 
All right, Mr. Farrell. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. FARRELL, EXECUTIVE MANAGER, SOUTH- 
EASTERN NORTH CAROLINA BEACH ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Farreti. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
I have a brief to file. It is eight pages, but I am not going to read it 
through. 

Mr. Jones. Would you like to highlight it and summarize it ? 

Mr. Farreti. Yes; that is right. And I have extra copies of it 
here. I want to apologize for it, because in reviewing it, it was only 
last evening that we got to cut these stencils and unfortunately I had 
an inexperienced stencil cutter and she made some typographical 
errors. So did I. 

My) name is John H. Farrell, executive manager of the Southeastern 
North Carolina Beach Association, a nonproiit organization estab- 
lished in 1949 for the purpose of promoting the tourist trade, com- 
mercial fishing, and sport fishing in the coastal region of southeastern 
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North Carolina, covering the coastal area from Swansboro to the 
South Carolina line, and with a membership of about 600 members. 

The proposed bill, House Document No. 208, 84th Congress, under 
the heading “Water Resources and Power,” and the three volumes 
entitled “Commission on the Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government-—Task Force Report on the Water Resources and 
Power,” prepared and published by the Superintendent of Documents, 
Washington, D. C., and containing 3,056 pages with a great number 
of $64 words, in sentences, paragraphs, statistical charts, and a number 
of inconsistencies, so far as I have read it would in my opinion require 
a dozen so-called Philadelphia lawyers a year or more to read, discuss, 
ponder, and understand. For the average interested citizen to read 
and attempt to understand what the subject matter is all about is next 
to impossible. In addition, I just received a few days ago two volumes 
of the Commission’s report to Congress. 

For what little time I have had to prepare material and data for this 
report right in the midst of survey and other emergency work follow- 
ing the damages done by Hurricanes Connie, Diane, and Ione, from 
August 17, 1955, to September 18-19, working day and night in my 
field of operation for members and nonmembers of this association, 
in addition to making hurricane damage and economic surveys for 
the Honorable Luther H. Hodges, Governor of the State of North 
Carolina, I have had a few spare minutes to thumb through 5 volumes 
on this subject, containing a grand total of 3,274 pages and finely 
printed statistical charts. I think I know what the Hoover Commis- 
sion is aiming at in its efforts to eliminate duplication and triplication 
of Government agencies, having a hand in the overall matter of water 
resources and power. 

Generally speaking, as a citizen of these United States, a taxpayer, 
and with 16 years of service with the United States Department of 
Commerce, Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, and the 
Census Bureau, as a career competitive civil-service employee, and 
working directly under Mr. Hoover for 4 years prior to his election 
to the Presidency of the United States, I believe I have, to some 
degree, the experience, knowledge, and understanding of the functions 
and operations of some of the departments and bureaus of the execu- 
tive branch of the Federal Government. I have read and reviewed 
excellent and sometimes complicated Government documents and 
used them for guidance and reference purposes. During the same 
period, I have reviewed some poorly prepared reports almost as 
voluminous and complicated as the five volumes I have just referred 
to. Therefore, in my honest and sincere opinion, the Hoover Com- 
mission’s report and recommendations to Congress have gone beyond 
the realm of reasoning and practical application for some 25 Federal 
agencies having to do with the functions or control of the water re- 
sources of the United States. 

I am sure that a large majority of voters in this country would 
favor consolidating the efforts of the many Federal agencies having 
to do with the water resources of the United States. There is no ques- 
tion to the fact that such a consolidation would effect a savings in 
millions of dollars annually, and perhaps produce more efficiency in 
Government operations. But Mr. John Q. Public would like to know 
just exactly what Government agencies do the members of the Hoover 
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Commission have in mind for eliminating the water-resources plan- 
ning and work. 

This is a very important item. For instance, what about the Corps 
of Engineers, United States Army, and the splendid efficient engi- 
neering and survey work they have done for years and are continuing 
to do in the way of engineering and supervising civil public-works 
projects. I would say that millions of voters in this country know 
from practical experience of the great engineering work the Corps of 
Engineers, United States Army, have accomplished for many years, 
in the matter of flood control, hurricane storm damage, stabilization 
of rivers, harbors, and inlets, and so forth, under the Federal works 
program. I am confident that millions of voters would protest to 
the high heavens against any curtailment of the work of the Corps 
of Engineers, United States Army, especially with their present sys- 
tem of district and regional offices throughout the United States, 
which the people like. 

Based upon what I have stated so far in this brief, and in my own 
humble opinion—and I am saying this sincerely—I am afraid that 
the Hoover Commission’s report to Congress is overambitious, and 
could very well turn out to be just another “noble experiment.” 

At any rate, I wish to report to the members of the subcommittee of 
the House Government Operations Committee, on the terrible damage 
caused by 4 tornadoes and 6 hurricanes, covering the coastal area of 
southeastern North Carolina from May 1954 to September 11, 1955, 
a period of 17 months, with estimated damages to public and private 
property somewhere between $175 million to $200 million, causing 
severe losses in payrolls, in the tourist and sport-fishing business, 
mental anguish and financial ruin for a number of business operators, 
thus reducing all kinds of tax revenues of the local, State, and Federal 
governments. 

The four tornadoes were confined to Topsail Island and Wrights- 
ville Beach, N. C., causing some degree of major damage amounting 
to about $300,000. The outer fringes of Hurricane Carol hit the coast 
of southeastern North Carolina on August 21, 1954, doing consider- 
able damage to several fishing piers, homes, roof and water damage, 
and it was the beginning of noticeable erosion to the ocean beach 
strands along the coast in this area for a distance of 150 miles. 

Hurricane Edith hit this coastal area on September 11, 1954, doing 
a small amount of physical damage, but caused more beach erosion 
and stirred up millions of marsh mosquitoes. 

Then, on October 15, 1954, Hurricane Hazel hit this coastal area 
full-force with highest winds reported at Calabash, N. C., close to the 
South Carolina line, causing considerable damage all along our coast 
and and including Morehead City, Beaufort, and Atlantic Beach, 
N. C., on the north. Some eight persons lost their lives mostly along 
the coast at Long, Holden, and Ocean Isle Beaches in Brunswick 
County. 

On October 16, 1954, an air inspection view of the devastated coastal 
area in question looked like the aftermath of a battlefield, but without 
the shell holes. Nine new inlets were cut through from the sea, and 
several of them have not been closed due to lack of Federal emergency 
funds, These new inlets are causing the deeper nearby inlets to shoal 
up to such an extent that commercial fishing boats and recreational 
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pleasure and sports fishing boats are unable to use these old inlets 
safely. 

At Ocean Isle Beach every one of the 22 new homes was completely 
destroyed. Long Beach—and I really hate to talk about this—in 
Brunswick County, received the worst damage of all. Several lives 
were lost on this beach and of the 357 beautiful homes located there, 
353 were completely destroyed and actually wiped off the face of the 

earth, and the other 4 received major damage. A new inlet cut 
reads the center of ‘the island, 10 miles long, which has not yet 
been closed and is widening and deepening as ‘time goes on, and is 
adversely affecting Lockwood Folly Inlet at the south end of this 
island, safely used for years by commercial fishing boats. 

The fishing village of Southport, with its fleet of some 75 commer- 
cial fishing boats and 20 charter boats for hire for sport fishing, to- 
gether with many pleasure boats, had public and private property 
damage running into the millions. In New Hanover County, just 
north of the Cape Fear River, Fort Fisher, Kure, W ilmington, and 

Carolina Beaches, received severe damage caused by hurricane force 
ae up to 95 to 100 miles an hour—winds, high tides, and heavv 
rain causing additional major and total damage to public and private 
property. The same situation happened at Wrightsville Beach, 15 
miles north of Carolina Beach, with many homes ‘and places of busi- 
ness completely destroyed and many others receiving m: ajor damage, 
with high tides and much rain. At ‘Topsail Island, 25 miles long, 
with 18 known beach resorts, it was next in line, following Long Beach 
for terrible public and pr ivate property damage. 

Sneeds Ferry, just north of Topsail Island, a fishing village with 
some 36 commercial fishing boats, received a lesser amount of major 
damage, although some homes were completely demolished, several 
fishing boats sunk and others damaged, and most of the wharves and 
docks were destroyed. The city of Jacksonville, near the Marine 
Corps base, Camp Lejeune, received a lesser degree of damage, being 
~ ated farther inland, mostly from hurricane “force wind and rain. 

Camp Lejeune installations, closer to the ocean front, also received 
some major damage. Swansboro, about 30 miles north of Jackson- 
Ville, closer to the ocean front, experienced considerable damage to 
homes, stores, docks, and boats. 

A careful survey of the total damage ‘caused by Hurricane Hazel 
in this coastal region on October 15, 1954, affected the economy of some 
600,000 permanent residents of North Carolina. That covers about 
eight counties. 

Hurricane Hazel hit this coastal area fast and hard. The terrible 
damage left in the wake of this hurricane left the people dazed, 
stunned, and more or less in a state of battle fatigue. 

It required several months thereafter to investigate and discover 
the overall direct and indirect damages caused by ‘Hurricane Hazel. 
The total damage in dollars was estimated at $140 million, including 
public damage to municipally owned property such as buildings, 
docks, sewer systems, water systems, cutting through of new inlets 

causing additional and terrific flood damage to homes, furniture, elec- 
trical appliances, personal property, boats, automobiles, etc. All of 
the 9 ocean side fishing piers, from Topsail Island to Fort Fisher, 
valued at from $75,000 to $100,000, received major damage, with 7 of 
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them completely destroyed. The fishing pier business in this coastal 
area is a big one, with unlimited possibilities. 

Due to lack of proper police protection, a terrible amount of looting 
of personal property took place. Trucks with gangs of unscrupulous 
persons backed down on lonely wooded roads along brush-covered 
shores on the land side of the Atlantic inland waterways, and in boats 
crossed the canal and marshes and hauled back refrigerators, stoves, 
other electrical appliances, clothing, precious silverware, outboard 
motors, and other removable and valuable articles of use. 

Much more beach erosion added to that started by Hurricanes Carol 
and Edna. At Long Beach, Ocean Isle, Holden Beach and New 
Topsail Beach, the erosion was so bad that privately owned lots on 
the oceanside became part of the ocean proper. 

The coastal people had not yet completely recovered when Hurri- 
cane Connie hit the coast of southeastern North Carolina on August 11 
and 12, 1955, preceded with gale-force winds and driving rains for 
30 hours. It reminds of waiting in the trenches. Then, within less 
than a week, August 17, 1955, to be exact, Hurrican Diane passed over 
our coastal area, leaving more destruction in its wake, including con- 
siderable more beach erosion, more personal and property damage, in 
addition to swarms of millions of marsh mosquitoes, which required 
the entire Health Department forces of North Carolina, together with 
Federal assistance, to combat and attempt to control this additional 
menace. Hopeful that we would not experience any more hurricanes 
this year, our hopes were shattered when on September 18 and 19 
Hurricane Ione passed over this coastal area with hurricane-force 
winds and terrific rains, causing an additional amount of damage 
estimated at close to $3 million and more beach erosion. 

In conducting my on-the-spot survey for the Honorable Luther H. 
Hodges, our Governor, following Diane and again following Ione, I 
found that the terrible erosion has now become a serious situation even 
to the mainland along the coast of North Carolina. At Topsail 
Island, for instance, I deliberately measured in 31 places all along this 
25-mile stretch of beach strand from 30 to 75 feet of the 12- to 15-foot 
cliffs or sand dunes from Hurricane Hazel high-water mark We used 
a steel tape measure in calculating this terrible erosion. 

Along a 6-mile stretch of Topsail Island, 63 homes were built on 
the ocean side; all of these homes are now on the brink of disaster with 
the front of their foundations on the very edge of these eroded banks, 
back 58 feet. Since we are still in the hurricane season, I fear for 
these homes in the event another one hits this coast during October, 
the worst period for hurricanes moving up the Atlantic Ocean. A 
careful estimate of the construction cost value of these 63 homes is a 
little over a million dollars. This is the case of only one small area 
along the coast in southeastern North Carolina, where thousands of 
additional homes are facing the same danger. 

I have just completed an economic survey for Governor Luther 
H. Hodges, of North Carolina, along the coast from Calabash on the 
South Carolina line to Swansboro. This survey was made by on-the- 
spot visits and holding personal conferences by me with 18 whole- 
salers handling a diversified line of merchandise and services for sale 
to retailers. I find that their business has declined from 25 to 65 
percent for the period of January 1 to September 15, 1955, as com- 





406 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


pared to the same period during 1954. Retail and service firms 
operating at our beach resorts and fishing places report similar de- 
clines during 1955 from 25 to 100 percent. We have men here today 
who can verify this fact. 

In one incorporated town, business became so bad during the month 
of August 1955 that the restaurants and some retail stores closed for 
2 weeks due to a standstill in the fishing industry, employing between 
500 and 600 people, with a payroll loss of about $200,000 for that 
month of August. During my visits to the several ocean resorts and 
fishing places I found concrete evidence whereby a few business 
operators have already gone into bankruptcy and many others told 
me seriously that they were afraid that they would have to give up 
their business. 

In addition to these adverse conditions caused by natural events, 
there are exaggerated reports and false rumors traveling over the 
United States and articles appearing in nationwide newspapers and 
business magazines to the effect that our beach resorts and fishing 
places were so badly damaged that it will require years before they 
have fully recovered. 

I would like to digress. In Business Week of August 20 on page 
61 is a short item which says that a steel pier valued at $75,000 was 
completely destroyed at Wilmington, N. C. Wilmington, N. C., is 
10 miles from the ocean toward Wrightsville Beach, and 30 miles from 
the mouth of the Cape Fear River, and, of course, there is no steel pier 
at Wilmington. 

This false impression has severely curtailed our normal tourist 
trade, which averages a cash take of approximately $70 million an- 
nually during a normal year, for southeastern North Carolina. 

The result of these six hurricanes causing the damage as described 
herein has not only stunned the citizens and business people of this 
area, but they are in a state of confusion and discouragement. Indi- 
viduals, beach property owners, property owners, incorporated towns, 
and other unincorporated places, are without funds and none of them 
cannot possibly raise additional funds through bond issues, and 
so forth—they have already reached the end of their bonded indebted- 
ness—to share in the reconstruction work necessary to construct per- 
manent installations for preventing beach erosion and additional 
flood damage from high tides and heavy seas. 

The people in southeastern North Carolina are staunch and loyal 
American citizens. You won’t find a fellow traveler or a Communist 
among them. They are the salt of the earth, and a very large per- 
centage of them served in the Armed Forces of our country during 
the past wars since 1898, mostly volunteers. They are broke. They 
are reluctant to ask for financial aid from their State and Federal 
Government. Yet they do need it badly and such financial aid is 
needed fast. 

I am hopeful that during the next session of Congress appropriate 
bills will be approved as quickly as possible, to lend financial assist- 
ance to the individual citizen, business people, the commercial fisher- 
men, and the farmers throughout North Carolina who were badly hurt 
financially because of the recent hurricanes—six of them. It would 
be a wise investment by the people of the United States for the people 
of the United States in the interest of maintaining a balanced economy 
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and to further and strengthen the security and defense of continental 
United States 

I am confident that members of this subcommittee will agree that 
this report especially covering this résumé of the damages caused by 
6 hurricanes and 4 tornadoes ‘hitting the coastal area of southeastern 
North Carolina, has a direct relationship for the Hoover Commission 
to take into consideration in presenting their factual data and rec- 
ommendations under that portion of their report to the Congress of 
the United States having to do with water resources and all of its 
ramifications. 

In conclusion, I wonder if the Hoover Commission has taken into 
consideration the terible property and public damages caused by 
these hurricanes and other natural disasters affecting the economy of 
the several sections of North Carolina and the United States. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Farrell. 

Mr. Farrell, I wonder if you have read the chapter in the task force 
report on insurance, which commences on page 1261, volume 3 

Mr. Farreiyi. No, I have not. I have been working day and night. 
But I do intend to go through it. Did you say on insurance? 

Mr. Jones. On insurance. 

Mr. Farreti. We are very much interested in that. 

Mr. Jones. The President, as I understand it from the news release, 
on his visit to the stricken areas in the East, has advocated that we 
come up with some insurance plan. The task force has a very interest- 
ing chapter and a very valuable chapter on the discussion of insurance. 
I understand that a Senate Banking and Currency Subcommittee is 
now in New England, or will soon be there, for the purpose of study- 
ing an insurance plan that would give relief to those who suffer in- 
juries as a result of hurricanes and floods of such proportions as you 
have described in your statement. 

Mr. Farreti. Our people are very much interested in that. When 
I say “our people,” I mean folks not only in southeastern North Caro- 
lina. It must be understood that folks from many States, including 
towns and cities all over North Carolina, own beach property. We 
have 32 beach resorts and fishing places in our particular area 

I have discussed this matter with publishers of newspapers and 
with bankers and other businessmen, right down to the good old salt- 
of-the-earth fishermen. They are all interested. They are all in- 
terested in giving the insurance companies an op portunity, through 
private enterpri se, to come up with some insurance policy which will 
afford the people an opportunity to take out water insurance. If they 
do not, then I feel certain that we will be much in favor of the re- 
vision of war-risk insurance. As a matter of fact, I have a copy of 
an article appearing in the Wall Street Journal of August 16, I be- 
lieve, by Senator Lehman of New York. I happen to know Senator 
Lehman personally. It is a very good article and it has to do with a 
bill he is proposing to put through. I have acquainted him with our 
problems along the lines I have discussed here, because frankly, I 
personally know and I can appreciate what the folks in New England 
and Pennsylvania have gone through, because I have worked in my 
younger day in some of the textile mills. I know the narrow gorges 
in the Pocono Mountains and I can appreciate the situation. When 
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the floodwaters came down they had no opportunity to spread out, and 
that’s why there was a terrific loss of life. 

Frankly, we in North Carolina do not want to be passed up. We 
know that the folks and the Members of Congress from the New 
England States, of New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania, will be 
in there pitching to help their people. I am sure that the Members 
of Congress from North Carolina will go along, and I hope vote with 
them 100 percent. We will be in there pitching and shouting and 
hollering to the high heavens to go along with them. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Farrell. 

Any questions, Mr. Lipscomb 4 

Mr. Lirscoms. Yes. 

Mr. Farrell, you indicated in your statement you had not had time 
adequately to study the Hoover Commission report. 

Mr. Farrenyi. No, I have not. May I interrupt? I have thumbed 
through these. I say it is hard to describe what a hurricane means to 
the people : along the beach. When it passes by we just canaot go back 
to work. We go back to work, but we are still under tension. There 
are so many problems that it would take a month of Sundays to cor- 
relate them. 

Mr. Lirpscoms. In your statement you criticized the report quite 
severely. 

Mr. Farrevy. It was constructively. 

Mr. Lirscome. Although you have not at this time any specific 
recommendations of your own as to what this subcommittee should do 
with respect to the Hoover Commission’s recommendations. 

Mr. Farrett. From thumbing through these reports, I did run 
across one inconsistency there. In one of these books here the Hoover 
Commission report criticizes the Corps of Engineers. Apparently 
they want to eliminate their activities. I do not know where it 1S, 
but it has been pointed out to me by an authoritative source. 

Mr. Lirscoms. I think if you will check on pages 66 through 67 
and 68 of the Hoover Commission’s report you will see they compli- 
ment the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Farrewy. I know that. That is what I say there is an incon- 
sistency there. 

Mr. Liescoms. (Holding up copy of report.) This is the Hoover 
Commission report. 

Mr. Farrevi. I know it. I have it here and went through it. 

Mr. Lipscoms. And they compliment the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Farrett. How about our newspapers and all of our trade maga- 
zines implying and coming out with these statements? There is not 
a single, solitary thing in here that mentions anything about the 
curtailment of the ( ‘orps of Engineers’ activities. 

Mr. Liescoms. That is right. 

Mr. Farrett. But there is in these books published by the Super- 
intendent of Documents. 

Mr. Liescoms. ‘The Hoover Commission report in my opinion is the 
book that I hold in my hand. That is the Hoover Commission report. 

Mr. Farreti. Am I permitted to ask you a question ? 

Mr. Liescoms. As far as I am concerned you are. 

Mr. Farreiu. Scores of people have asked me, who have just com- 
menced to see these reports down in our section of the country, as to 
who made up the members of the task force. Didn’t they go out and 
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make on-the-spot surveys? Lord knows, I did not see any in our area 

Mr. Lirescoms. If you will check the task force reports they list the 
places of the hearings, and also the witnesses who testified before the 
committee. 

Mr. Farrew. It is all right for us to have a hearing here with the 
folks from the grassroots approach that experienced these things; but 
for members of the task force to go into a town and merely sit down 
and take somebody’s word for it w vithout going into the grassroots ap- 
proach—I just ¢ an’t see it. I know what I am talking about. I was 
in there for about 16 years with the Department of Commerce, mostly 
in the field services. We had so many broken down college professor 
and theorists in Washington sitting on their tails up there sending 
questionnaires out—and it may not work in Houston, Tex., but it may 
in Cleveland, Ohio. 

Mr. Lirscoms. One of the State officials who testified before this 
committee, Mr. Douglas, testified before the task force. 

Mr. Farretx. Yes, sir; and I appreciated that. Mr. Douglas has a 
keen grasp of the situation in all respects. He does come down through 
our area and makes surveys. I am not criticizing him. They spent 
a day or a half a day with us. But it is like the writers who come 
down from New York and spend a day trying to get information oe 
the segregation problem in our town. Then they go back and write ¢ 
high faluting story in the Saturday Evening Post and they don’t ea 
what they are talking about. You have to come into an area and stay 
there 2 or 3 weeks. 

Another thing is that the very peculiar customs and characteristics 
of the folks along our coast are such that when a stranger comes in it 
is like trying to go into the mountains of Kentucky in Harlan C ounty 
without a native. I know. I have had the experience. They won't 
talk to a stranger there. 

Mr. Liescoms. That is what the subcommittee is trying to find out. 
It is trying to find out what the grassroots level people ‘think of the 
Hoover Commission’s recommendations. 

Mr. Farrevy. That’s right. 

Mr. Lirscoms. And I believe, and I think you will agree with me, 
that it would be better if you had had the time and were not so busy 
with your important duties, and had been able to read these recom- 
mendations and testify specifically on the specific recommendations, 
which would have shown us how these recommendations would either 
have harmed or helped your particular situation. I believe that would 
have been better. 

However, as you say, you did not have the time. 

Mr. Farrevv. I would like to say this, which I think might be 
specific. Although we are a farm area, still my work is connec ted with 
promotion, and I am closely connected with the C orps of Engineers 
as well as perhaps 600,000 other people along the coast of North 

Carolina who know what the Corps of Engineers do. We are going 
to fight like the devil, regardless of politic al affiliation, to retain them 
and not see any curté ailment of the Cor ps of Engineers for civil public 
works. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Mr. Farrell, in my own opinion there is no indication 
in the Hoover Commission report that the Corps of Engineers have 
not done their job well and effectively. Besides that, in the testimony 
here yesterday and in the testimony in Pennsylvania, it was testified 
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that they have done a tremendous job since the hurricane, both in 
Pennsylvania and here. I think, without exception, that the people in 
these areas have complimented the Corps of Engineers on the effective 
work they have done. So the testimony that the committee has gotten 
has been to that effect. I would like to go into one other thing with you. 

Mr. Farretit. Wait a minute. We have not finished that item. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Well, you and I agree. 

Mr. Farrett. We agree, but—— 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Farrell, I would appreciate it if you would answer 
the Congressman’s questions. 

Mr. Farrety, I will be glad to. I beg your pardon. I wanted to 
answer his question, but he is going into another subject. 

Mr. Lirescoms. In your statement you spoke about legislation that 
you hope will come before Congress. I assume you realize that this 
is not a legislative committee concerned with authorizations or appro- 
priations. Some of the things you have talked about should, in my 
opinion, come before the proper legislative committees. 

Mr. Farrett. I realize that. 

Mr. Lrescoms. And we are discussing the Hoover Commission re- 
port. I hope that you and your people, and perhaps members of this 
subcommittee, will see to it that the proper committees are informed as 
to the needs of the area, since this is not a legislative committee with 
authority to recommend the authorization or appropriation of money. 

Mr. Farretu. I realize that 100 percent, but this is the first oppor- 
tunity any of us have had to get the full story before the people, re- 
gardless of whether it bears on the operations and workings and find- 
ings of this committee. It is the first opportunity we have had to get 
it on the record and to let the people at large know that we did not 
receive total damage. I realize all of that and I realize what you say. 

Mr. Lirscoms. You are aware of Public Law 71, authorizing the 
hurricane study that the Corps of Engineers is making? 

Mr. Farretu. I sure am. 

Mr. Lirscoms. It is my personal hope that some good studies come 
out of that, so that we will get some information and know what we 
can do down in this area in order to help. 

Mr. Farrevyi. The point there is—and I realize it and fully appre- 
ciate it, having been in the Government service, as I mentioned be- 
fore—the point is that these engineering surveys take a tremendous 
amount of time. What are the people going to do down there? They 
have come to the end of their rope. The towns and cities are broke. 
They have reached the end of their bonded indebtedness. Are we 
going to have people continuing to go into bankruptcy? We have a 
man here who may testify today who, for no cause of his own is in 
bankruptcy today. He operated a motel for 3 years and was inundated 
3 times in 8 hurricanes and lost his furniture. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Have you at this time any recommendations as to 
just how this protection can be given without going through the sur- 
vey? Are you prepared to determine whether dikes or groins, or what- 
ever it is, should be put up? 

Mr. Farrev.. I am talking about there—and it is not exactly a criti- 
cism—a long-range permanent plan. We all know under Law 875 we 
are getting it. I want to praise the Federal Civil Defense Agency and 
Val Peterson. He cut redtape like nobody’s business. 

That is all I would like to say. 
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Mr. Lirscoms. The Small Business Administration have, too. 

Mr. Farreti. The Small Business Administration have done a won- 
derful job. I have had an opportunity to get them set up in office space 
and to get them their furniture, and so forth. I assisted scores of 
people in making out their forms. I know all that. 

What we need right now is, from a psychological standpoint, as 
much temporary assistance as we can get, to throw back sand dunes 
and clean up and revamp the sewer waterlines, and get rid as far as 
possible of this terrific mess of mosquitoes. We need a mosquito- 
control plan. That is fine, but since this storm I have seen temporary 
sand dunes become completely disintegrated from the high tides and 
the heavy seas. Of course, it 1s emergency money, but can we continue 
to use that money, and watch it be washed out to sea when another 
hurricane comes along? That is what it means. Our Federal, State, 
and our own people have to pitch in and, through coordinated effort, 
financially and otherwise, do something to protect the shores and the 
coastline. 

Having been a combat infantryman, I am in favor of all the money 
we can spend abroad for our first line of defense, but I am fed up 
with spending money in India to teach the Indians how to grow cot- 
ton, when 10 years from now they will be competing with our cotton. 
I am fed up with sending, as a taxpayer, trains and building railroads 
in Egypt, and other things. What I am talking about is a matter of 
record. I listened to Senator Ellender and Senator McClellan. You 
have testimony at the Rivers and Harbors Congress in Washington. 
All of us are fed up on that. We are 100 percent behind spending 
money wisely for defense, but I am acquainted with people in the 
State Department and I know what is going on there. I am not going 
to continue that. 

But as far as permanent installations for protection, let me sav 
this: Along Topsail Island there are a number of people who have 
homes that suffered erosion and had their front porches lost to the 
sea, and these people have funds. They are getting together. There 
is one place where there are three houses close together and they are 
building seawalls. There are a lot of people, however, who cannot 
do that. 

If under the Hoover Commission and under these resolutions they 
want to turn back to the States and the local people the responsibility 
for taking care of the damages of these hurricanes, and so forth, that 
is O. K. However, I foresee an awful lot of laws in Congress that 
have to be repealed. For instance, the Federal Government has di- 
rect jurisdiction over navigable waters. Will they give up that juris- 
diction? What about the Army or Navy, who are constantly using 
the Inland Canal? Will they have to pay a toll too? They should 
pay a toll if the average citizen pays a toll. 

I am not a native of North Carolina and I have lived all over these 
United States. I know what has happened in California. I lived 
there in San Francisco and Los Angeles. I know what has happened 
in Louisiana. I have seen the great seawalls and the Great Lakes 
every one of them. We certainly have been neglected. Perhaps it 
is our own fault, and it is about time we got up and shouted. 

I am sorry to take up so much time. 

Mr. Jones. That is all right. We are glad to have you and know 
of your devoted interest to this subject. I can certainly assure you 
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of the sympathies of the committee im relation to the flood conditions 
that exist. In the first page of your statement you say, “The proposed 
eee Ott, 

Mr. Farrevt. I am sorry. I should not have said that. That is 
my mistake. 

Mr. Jongs. This is a report and not in the form of proposed legis- 
lation. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Farrell. 

Mr. Farreti. You are welcome, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Charles Ryan, editor of the Brunswick Sentinel. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES RYAN, EDITOR, BRUNSWICK SENTINEL 


Mr. Ryan. Gentlemen of the subcommittee and Mr. Cooley, I feel 
I am imposing on the time of this subcommittee under false pretenses. 

Mr. Jones. Don’t you feel too badly about that. Even the members 
sometimes do that. 

Mr. Ryan. I feel like the Texan who went to a funeral in the course 
of one of our recent hurricanes. The preacher was unable to get 
through the storm. The family had gathered and the neighbors were 
there, and they waited and waited. Finally someone said, “Well, the 
preacher not having arrived, perhaps some of the deceased’s friends 
would like to say a few words.” Nobody responded. A little later 
he made the suggestion again and somebody in the back of the room 
said, “Well, I didn’t know the deceased, but I would be glad to tell you 
a little bit about Texas.” 

So, I welcome the opportunity to tell you something about Bruns- 
wick County, which is on the southern tip of the North Carolina coast. 

We are vitally concerned in all matters which involve water re- 
sources, although we do consider that our greatest water resource is the 
Atlantic Ocean. I realize, now that I have a clearer understanding 
of what this committee is trying to arrive at, that our problems of 
flood control are somewhat in reverse. We are much more concerned 
with keeping the Atlantic Ocean out of our rivers than we are with 
controlling the flow of our rivers into the Atlantic Ocean. 

We do have one real flood-control problem which has not received 
governmental attention. In studying the Hoover Commission report 
we have feared that perhaps there might be a tendency to give less 
attention to the agricultural aspects of flood control than the power 
resource or the prevention of disaster. Our county consists to a great 
extent of swampland. 

Mr. Jones. Your feeling is shared by Mr. Cooley who is author 
of the Watershed Act, which makes possible—— 

Mr. Ryan. I think it is shared also by Senator Scott. I am sure 
Senator Scott is concerned, and [ hope that Congressman Cooley is 
concerned, with the control of the Waccamaw River, which is a tre- 
mendous problem in Brunswick County. We are a poor county, and 
poor largely because such a large area is swampland. Our problem 
is not local drainage, but getting the Waccamaw River not to flood 
and overflow that lowland. The Corps of Engineers has been con- 
cerned with it for some years, and we are very hopeful that they 
are going to undertake a project there. 

Speaking as secretary of our Brunswick Resources Association, and 
as a representative of the county, we have feared that the general 
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tenor of the Hoover Commission report indicated a tendency to return 
full responsibility for flood control and for water resources to the 
States. The State has been unable or unwilling to control one river 
with which we are most concerned. We would be truly alarmed if 
the Federal Government withdrew its interest. because it is a problen 
which is very vital to us. 

We are an agricultural county, and we would like to see the depart- 
ment of the Gov ernment which is primarily interested in engineering 
left free to do their engineering job which it was set up to do, and 
to take care of our navigable waters and our shoreline. That is the 
Corps of Engineers. We feel that the engineering work required in 
fiood-control projects is much more closely related to agricultural 
economics than the Army—— 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Ryan, I referred Mr. Farrell a few minutes ago 
to the chapter on insurance found in the task force report on page 
1261, volume 3. Are you of the opinion that flood insurance should 
be made available to the people? 

Mr. Ryan. We very definitely are of the opinion that flood insur- 
ance should be. We feel our experience with the private insurance 
companies has been not the most fortunate. We hope that the interest 
of the President and the Federal Government in insurance is going to 
bring a broader type of coverage. 

There is an inability to have coverage in North Carolina in the 
disaster areas. Water policies have been « ‘anceled while hurricanes 
were approaching. The insurance commissioner of the State of 
North Carolina has been making a study of that and has made some 
investigations. Apparently it has been somewhat of a coincidence 
that these policies were canceled. They were canceled for reasons 
other than a desire to escape the payment for the effects of the hurri- 

cane. However, I do not think any more of them are going to be. 
canceled in North Carolina. We are sure they would not be if there 
were some form of Federal underwriting or backing up of the insur- 
ance companies. 

North Carolina is a strong insurance State. These localities are 
completely unable to carry their own risk. I feel very sympathetic 
to a lot of the things Mr. Farrell told you. I realize that that is not 
within the scope of your investigation. You have not come down 
here to consider hurricane damage. But we in North Carolina and 
on the North Carolina shores are so conscious of hurricanes and hur- 
ricane damage since Hazel that whenever we can find a sympathetic 

“ar we cannot resist the temptation to talk about it. 

When I was under the impression that your concern was with hur- 
ricane damage I prepared a short brief in behalf of one of our lead- 
ing beaches, Holdens Beach, in Brunswick C ounty. I would like per- 
mission to acquaint you gentlemen with the conditions in that part 
of the county, although I realize we are asking it only because of your 
influence and not because of the concern of the subcommittee. It will 
only take a few minutes, and if I may I would like to read it. 

Mr. Jonrs. You are a good advocate for your cause. You go right 
ahead. 

Mr. Ryan. Thank you very much, sir. 

Brunswick County has felt the effect of three hurricanes in a little 
over a month this summer. In no case was lower Brunswick near the 
eve of the storm. 
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The three hurricanes which hit the North Carolina coast spent 
their fury elsewhere. Even on the outer fringe, however, the Bruns- 
wick County beaches were put to a severe test. 

Although we escaped major damage, the test clearly demonstrated 
that our defenses against a severe blow are inadequate, incomplete, 
and an invitation to disaster if or when we are again subjected to both 
high winds and high water. 

Even the diluted fury of Connie, Diane, and Ione broke through our 
dikes in several places, damaged our highways, and considerably 
weakened the dikes themselves. 

At Holdens Beach, engineering surveys have been made under the 
supervision of the Brunswick County Board of Commissioners. The 
estimated cost of restoring the protective dunes to the condition in 
which Connie found them is being submitted in another document 
through civil-defense channels. 

Structural damage to homes and other improvements at Holdens 
Beach seems negligible when compared with Hazel’s devastating de- 
struction. It consisted largely of the replacement of shingles, in 
many cases the replacement of the entire roof covering. We estimate 
that about 50 buildings were substantially affected, and that the 
average cost of repair was approximately $100 per building. 

Mr. Jones. May I interrupt there for a moment? Congressman 
Carlyle has just come in. 

Mr. Ryan. Maybe I should inform the Congressman that he is 
listening to one of his constituents now. He is our Congressman 
from Brunswick County listening to one of his constituents imposing 
upon the time of the subcommittee, with a subject that they are only 
incidentally concerned with. 

Mr. Jones. The constituent has a good Congressman and the Con- 
gressman has a good constituent. 

Mr. Ryan. We feel that way. 

Water damage from the heavy rains which followed Diane and Ione 
hit Holdens Beach and individual property owners harder than they 
were hit by either wind or tide. Torrential and prolonged rains fol- 
lowing each of the storms have so saturated the soil that septic tanks 
could not be adequately drained. Existing drainage lines have had to 
be replaced. There have been, perhaps, 15 or 20 properties so affected. 
The average cost to the property owners has been estimated at about 
$150 per unit. 

This is something I hope you gentlemen will try to grasp and pass 
the word along where it will do some good. I know anything you 
learn is going to do some good, but I hope you will see to it that the 
committees which are interested in this phase of the North Carolina 
situation understand something of this. 

As to the cost of restoring the dikes, it should be borne clearly in 
mind that only to restore what the relatively mild storms of recent 
months destroyed is to invite a continuing expense. This is largely 
the expenditure of Government money, and it is going to continue and 
continue to be heavier on any kind of temporary restoration, because 
it will not stand the big storms. 

The storms this season have clearly shown that we were in no condi- 
tion to have withstood another foot of tide or another 10 or 15 miles an 
hour added to the velocity of the winds—and that if we had gotten a 
combination of the two, our dikes would have dissolved; the break- 
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throughs would have been so extensive as to have caused considerable 
damage behind the dikes. 

We face a grave problem in our need for greater and stronger storm 
defenses. We need to strengthen, heighten, and broaden every foot of 
more than 3 miles of dikes erected after Hazel. Holdens Beach is no 
more able to finance this imperative construction than are the other 
beaches. 

Before Hazel, storms of the intensity of Connie, Diane, and Ione 
were not unknown in Brunswick County. Hazel wrought such de- 
structive changes at Holdens Beach, as at other beaches, that even the 
defensive construction since undertaken puts us in no condition to 
withstand some of the heavy blows we took in our stride in the decade 
or so before 1954. 

Every rule of caution and of preparedness dictates that we live in 
expectation of another hurricane which might rival Hazel’s intensity. 

Before Hazel, there were more than 200 habitable structures at 
Holdens Beach. Now get this: On October 15, 1954, after Hazel had 
passed, only 19 buildings remained on their foundations. Of those 
which were gone, 160 could be counted total losses. Their average cost 
had been not less than $8,000; the value of contents has been conserva- 
tively estimated at $1,500 per building. The buildings totally de- 
stroyed represented an investment in excess of $1,500,000. 

Approximately 40 buildings which could be returned to their origi- 
nal locations; could be rebuilt where they finally landed ; could be sal- 

vaged at least in part, it has been conservatively estimated that the 
cost of restoration ran about one-half the value of the structures. 
Furnishings and contents, except for almost negligible salvage, was 
almost complete. This category of structural damage and loss of 
contents, added close to a quarter million to the immediate and direct 
cost of Hazel, at Holdens Beach alone. 

The heaviest actual losses are incalculable: Loss of income; loss of 
time; retardation of plans for developing the beach; loss of attractive- 
ness to sportsmen. 

Holdens Beach owed much of its appeal to exceptional fishing facil- 
ities. It was quickly accessible to the finest deep-sea fishing bottoms 
on the coast. 

Mr. Jones. May I interrupt you again? We have Congressman 
Durham here with us. 

Mr. Ryan. Incidentally, if any of you members of the subcommittee 
are fishermen, we would love to have you come to Brunswick County, 
because you would have the best deep-sea fishing there is in the world, 
and I will say that in the face of some of these gentle men from further 
up the coast. 

Mr. Liescoms. Mr. Chairman, I cannot let that go by. When you 
come to California I think we will show you some of the best fishing in 
the world. 

Mr. Ryan. No. I am talking about this coast. I was excepting 
the Pacific. 

Boats operating through Lockwood’s Folly Inlet could reach the 
Gulf Stream in less time than boats from any other harbor on the 
North Carolina coast. Lockwood’s Folly Inlet is no longer navi- 
gable except by boats of very light draft. Until this condition is cor- 
rected, Holdens Beach has lost one of its greatest assets and attractions. 
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The hurricanes brought terrific amounts of sand into these inlets 
upon which the fishing boats are dependent to get to sea. 

The property owners at Holden’s Beach respectfully submit that 
conditions at Holden’s Beach, which are found in greater or only 
slightly lesser degree along the 35 miles of strand which comprise 
Brunswick County’s shoreline, are beyond the ability of private en- 
terprise to handle in a manner which will not greatly reduce 1 of 
North Carolina’s and 1 of the Nation’s greatest assets. 

Ways must be found to extend both technical and financial aid to 
these stricken communities. They have not refused to exercise indi- 
vidual initiative in meeting and coping with their problems. They 
have, however, exhausted their resources; have come to the end of 
their rope. 

These beaches must be rebuilt and protected. 

We respectfully submit that this is no time to restrict the type of 
Federal services with which this subcommittee is immediately con- 
cerned, and without which the Brunswick County beaches would face 
a bleak, grim future. 

We need financial aid, of course. But that need is no greater than 
the need for technical research to develop an effective resistance to 
erosion of the American coastline, and of engineering and construc- 
tion facilities to implement the findings of such research. 

Brunswick County has asked for little Federal help. It has re- 
ceived less. We have not benefited greatly from technical depart- 
ments of the Federal Government. We have received no great help 
in bearing the financial drain of disaster. But unless such facilities 
of Government are maintained, strengthened, and made available to 
the Brunswick County beaches, an eroding, battered, beaten, and torn 
shoreline will become the weak link in America’s coastal economy. 

I want to thank you gentlemen very much. If you have any ques- 
tions, I hope I can shed some light on them. 

Mr. Jones. What do you think about flood insurance? 

Mr. Ryan. I think it is almost imperative that we have broader 
flood coverage than offered by any private companies. We feel pri- 
vate companies are unlikely to obligate themselves unless there is 
some form of Federal backing behind it. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Lipscoms. No questions. 

Mr. Ryan. And I won’t try to tell you anything about the Hoover 
Commission’s report. I have my private opinion but I am not going 
to express it. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. I hope to read it in your col- 
umn on next Wednesday. 

Mr. Ryan. Thursday. 

Mr. Jones. I see. 

Our next witness is Mr. Charles Trott, of Long Beach. 

Mr. Farrewu. He said he will not testify. 

Mr. Jones. Doees he want to insert a statement? 

Mr. Farrevu. No. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Glenn Tucker, mayor pro tempore of Carolina 


Beach. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. GLENN M. TUCKER, MAYOR PRO TEMPORE 
OF CAROLINA BEACH 


Mr. Tucker. Before I proceed with my own report, may I present 
to you a brief report sent in by Mr. L. C. Kure, who is probably one 
of ‘the oldest developers in North Carolina, and the developer of 
Kure’s Fishing Pier and the town of Kure Beach? 

Mr. Jones. Did you testify before the House Public Works Com- 
mittee ? 

Mr. Tucker. I did, sir. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. I thought I recalled you. 

Mr. Tucker. When Congressman Carlyle had his bill up there— 
probably, like the South E ‘astern North Carolina Beach Association 
and Mr. Ryan, we are somewhat off the beam as to the purpose and 
intent of your committee’s investigation. Being a beachman, I pre- 
sume I have confined my remarks largely to beach problems resulting 
from hurricanes, and I shall ask your indulgence with your sympa- 
thetic hearing, just as did Mr. Ryan. 

Mr. JonEs. We shall certainly be sympathetic. 

‘Mr. Tucxer. This is the statement of Mr. Kure. 

Mr. Jones. Without objection it will be made a part of the record 
at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 

STATEMENT OF L. C. KuRE, DEVELOPER, KuURE’S I ISHING PIER AND THE TOWN OF 
Kure Breacu 
To Whom It May Concern: 

On October 15, 1954, Hurricane Hazel struck our coastal area where untold 
damage was done. After tides receded, and roads became passable, I personally 
made a tour of our coastal area from Manteo, N. C., to the South Carolina line. 
I could hardly believe what I saw. The total destruction of private homes, 
fishing piers, boat houses, party boats. (Some of these boats were several blocks 
from the water.) Other boats were totally destroyed and beyond repair. This 
condition was general everywhere I traveled. People were downhearted, not 
knowing where to begin to try and recuperate their losses. 

This damage I estimated ran into millions of dollars—with a slim chance of 
collection on our insurance policies, as the insurance companies were putting 
it up to the owners to prove that wind did the damage—and their sole alibi was 
wave wash. This was the $64 question—who was wrong? But the insurance 
companies won in the long run. 

A large number of beach property owners were heavily mortgaged, but never- 
theless they took their medicine and began rebuilding, and our beaches began to 
taken on a new look. 

On August 11 and 16, 1955, we were again visited by Hurricanes Connie and 
Diane—which tore our beach strands to pieces, taking all our sand dunes that 
had been pushed back after Hurircane Hazel, and on which our county, State, 
and Federal Government spent thousands of dollars for the work. 

On August 11, Hurricane Connie hit, and practically all our sand dunes that 
remained went out again. Our property owners were losing interest, but a call 
went out for relief to our county, State, and the United States engineers, and 
other Government officials for help. The United States engineers from Fort 
Bragg immeditely sent a fleet of bulldozers and other equipment in and rebuilt 
our sand dunes. No sooner than they were completed, when Hurricane Diane 
struck on August 16, which practically destroyed all the dunes again. We are 
now at our wits’ end, as to what to do, and where to go except to our Federal 
Government for relief of a more permanent method against these storms—by 
building jetties or sea walls. 

In conclusion, I wish to state that if we have to wait on the Hoover Commis- 
sion, or subcommission, we are doomed—as we cannot wait on their action for 
#} months or more. We need aid now—or fold up. 


70818—56—pt. 2——-9 
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I might state that I have quite extensive holdings in Kure Beach. Also, Mr. 
Glenn Tucker and myself are owners and developers of Wilmington Beach— 
where, in Hurricane Hazel we lost an 860-foot fishing pier and a 60-room hotel, 
which were a total loss. In addition to this, about half of our ocean-front lots 
were lost. This condition prevails in Carolina Beach, Hanby Beach, Kure 
Beach, and Fort Fisher. I don’t believe that anyone can estimate the loss in 
dollars and cents that the beaches have lost in tourist trade. 

I would like to add a few words on our fishing industry. This industry 
supports many thousands of persons. These fishermen have no other trade, 
having been fishermen for generations, and unless they are helped by keeping 
our rivers, harbors, inland waterways, and inlets open, they stand to perish. 

Mr. Tucker. And now I would like to read my statement. 

Mr. Jones. You may proceed. 

Mr. Tucker. Today we Americans are deeply honored to live with 
a government of the people, by the people, and for the people. We 
of North Carolina are more than unusually honored by the presence 
of high officials of this Government who are willing to serve us by 
coming to our great State, North Carolina, and by ‘visiting with us 
on a grassroots level for the purpose of allowing us, the people, to 
participate in the making of opinions and decisions that are destined 
to regulate our lives for years, if not centuries to come. 

Carolina Beach and Wilmington Beach, as well as other beaches 
along the North Carolina coast, were severely hit by Hurricanes Carol 
and Hazel in 1954; again by Connie, Diane, and Ione in 1955. Caro- 
lina Beach probably ‘suffered the heaviest damages, being the State’s 
largest beach resort city. Our people are trying with all of their 
might and determination to dig out from under the sand and debris. 
Except. for the help of the various agencies of the Federal Govern- 
ment, that already received, and that yet to come, particularly from 
Public Law 875, it is doubtful that many of the businesses and homes 
of _ town could have hoped to do so. We really are grateful. 

Carolina Beach has always been a poor man’s beach. Farmers and 
mill or industrial employees make up a large percentage of our 
thousands who have annually visited and spent their vacations at 
Carolina, Wilmington, and Kure Beaches; these all being within a 
5- or 6-mile stretch. Yet this trade has become a huge business since 
their number have constituted a large volume. Yet the physical and 
psychological results of so many hurricanes within so short a time has 
been quite devastating, and the several millions of dollars lost in 
direct damages and loss of revenue pose a grave problem to the some 
3,000 inhabitants of the island on which these towns are loc: ated, even 
a threat to the well-being of the people of the State as a whole, for 
it is a well recognized fact that workers require rest and vacations, 
and many are required to go to the beach by their physicians. Caro- 
lina Beach and environs afford this opportunity at a rate commensu- 
rate with the average man’s finances. 

If hurricanes are . to continue, and who knows otherwise, the ques- 
tion is what can be done to prevent so much loss each time. 

We acknowledge that the individual who builds can do much by 
lanning a building that is designed to withstand high winds and 
nigh seas. Also, they can do much by not giving up, by genuine per- 
severance. But nothing of this type is sufficient when the winds and 
waves are too strong and high. And this will not restore confidence 
sufficient in the minds of the touring public. 
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Seawalls and groins or jetties are the immediate hope both 
physically and psychologically. These are needed now, before the 
next beach season. 

Then there should follow an all-seashore highway, State and Fed- 
eral. This would encourage protection of the outer banks. This 
would also attract millions to the Atlantic shores just as the Skyline 
Drive has lured millions to the mountains. 

Some said Edison was crazy. Behold, he has risen to eminence 
second only to “King Sol”—the sun. Our Government of the people 
has helped present ‘Edison to millions of rural homes in Americ a. 
Some said the Inland Waterway from Maine to Florida was a piper’s 
dream. Alas, a dream come true. 

So, amid jeers and laughter, we humbly submit that a combination 
seawall and all-seashore highw: ay, wide enough for four or more cars 
abreast, deep enough not to be undermined, ‘sufficient to stabilize all 
of the Atlantic’s inlets, and engineered to last for centuries, while 
serving as a limited-access road and a great seawall, affording cross 
or maximum protection to the entire Atlantic coast, if built would 
prove both feasible and economically sound, as well as an immediate 
cure for 10 million jitters, and would furnish employment to many 
who now greatly need to work. 

Such a wall road would cost less than the hurricane damages 
resulting within a period of 12 months because of the absence of it. 

We concur with the Hoover Commission in those matters of Govern- 
ment policy that are actually detrimental to the well-being of the 
people of the United States, but humbly implore you to not delete 
from our Government those things, such as the Army Corps of Engi- 
neers, in their civil capacities, unless and until a better substitute 
has been found. We beg you not to reduce the efforts of this Nation 
to make the highest and best use of the water resources of this Nation, 
consistent with the constitutional rights of the people who support 
all phases of Government. That w hich we can much better accomplish 
unitedly, let us keep under Federal control, so long as we reserve the 
right to dispense with it when the gpm so desire. 

Aid in times of national disaster can best be directed by well 
staffed, well trained, well intended people who have been placed in 
authority. We should all stand ready to support and defend such 
authority, for therein lies the security of our Nation, the people of 
the United States. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Tucker. That is a very 
splendid statement. 

Do you have any questions, Mr. Lipscomb ? 

Mr. Lirscoms. No questions. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Our next witness will be Mr. Joseph Whitman of Topsail Beach. 

How are you, Mr. Whitman? 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH WHITMAN, APPEARING FOR NEW 
TOPSAIL BEACH, N. C. 


Mr. Wuirman. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, after having some 
of the remarks here this morning I feel more or less like an intruder. 
It was the general impression of our folks at New Topsail Beach that 
this phase of the hearing would deal with the financial aspects of 
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recovery along our beach resorts. I am here specifically to represent 
the property owners of New Topsail Beach, which is located at the 
southern extremity of Topsail Island. About half of Topsail Island 
is a part of Pender County and, in order to give you the basis for 
which we ask help, we feel it is necessary to get into some of what 
you might say are the historical phases of that island. 

Prior to World War II, Topsail Island was practically a wasteland. 
The county derived little, if any, tax money from the area. At the 
beginning of our preparedness period for World War II, of course, 
we all know that Camp Davis was established at Holly Ridge, just 
about 3 miles from the inland waterway. A highway was built down 
to the waterway and the Navy went in and established a rocket proving 
ground all the way down the island. They established observation 
towers and quarters for their personnel. 

Of course, during that period the county could not expect any 
return on the property. 

When the idland property was returned to the owners, it was found 
that that island was not only suitable for defense purposes, but that 
it made one of the finest resort areas that could be found along the 
North Carolina coast. 

Surf City was the first settlement established. The primary build- 
ings were left there vacant by the Navy Department. ‘The developers 
from other parts of the country came into the island, and one of the 
best developments there was established in 1950 at New Topsail Beach. 
It was remarkable from the standpoint of growth how a community 
like that could develop. It was established primarily as a community 
of homes. The lots were sold off not for speculation, but for the 
building of a home. The propertyowners even went to the extent of 
building their own beach. The beach is owned by the propertyowners. 

Of course, with the settlement of 500 houses we needed business 
establishments. 

In order to give you an inkling of what happened down there—and 
that is the only thing we can do since there is no way of describing 
what happened on that island unless you could have been there the 
day before Hurricane Hazel hit and the day after it hit—New Topsail 
Beach is about 2 miles long and about 4 blocks wide. We have the 
ocean on the east and the channel on the west. It was just ideal for 
every kind of seagoing and landgoing recreation. As a matter of 
fact, I had a home there and spent as much time in the winter as I did 
in the summer. 

This beach is located about half-way down the development. I 
was not there at the time of the hurricane, but I went down the Sunday 
after. I am told by some of the people who had gotten there on 
Friday evening and early Saturday morning what had happened. I 
could visualize certain types of homes being battered by the winds 
and some of them battered by waves. When I landed there I could not 
believe what I was seeing. We had sand dunes 18 and 20 feet high 
on the ocean side. My cottage was located on the sound. That Sun- 
day I stood at high tide with my feet at the edge of the water on the 
sound side and looked four blocks away into the surf of the ocean. It 
was as level as a billiard table, with every house wiped off the map. 

One man even came up to me and asked me if I could go down and 
show him where his lot was. The streets were paved before. Some 
of the pavement was broken up and covered with 4 and 5 feet of sand 
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in heaps. From Surf City on down there were 37 cottages that lay 
out there on the marshland on the other side of Banks Channel, and 
the inland waterway was in all phases of dilapidation. The force of 
the wind and the waves cannot be estimated except by personal 
experience. 

I had a cottage, piers, a boathouse and gatehouse. My entire prop- 
erty was surrounded by a wall. Now it is perfectly flat. I had a 
boat in the boathouse. We found that boat last April a quarter of a 
mile inland—what was left of the boat, that is. 

The people, of course, were warned, because this was a big storm. 
The property owners came down w ondering whether they were going 
to collect any insurance whatever because all of the policies had that 
little clause at the bottom, “This policy is not effective against tidal 
damage.” It is a question of what causes tidal damage. Of course, 
they were wind-damage policies. A great deal of the damage, and I 
would say 75 percent of the dam: ge, done on Topsail Island, was due 
to the fact that after the waves broke down the sand dunes they 
undermined the frame cottages on the ocean side and they floated in 
8 to 10 feet of water and were driven by winds estimated around 120 
miles an hour. You can imagine the similar effect of a bunch of bull- 
dozers running across that water and hitting into the cottages. 

The people down there had a meeting “of property owners and 
wanted to show that they themselves were trying to do something. 
They took a voluntary assessment against the property to establish a 
fund whereby they could go to work and do something in anticipation 
of getting Federal funds to augment that. That Sunday after the 
storm, when we had the property owners’ meeting, we collected some 
$6,000. Monday morning we started to use that money—not in try- 
ing to reestablish priv: ate property or to reestablish general public 
works, but to build up some sort of protection on the ocean side, so 
that in an of another storm it might not add to the damage already 
done. Civil-defense funds came in, which were entirely inadequi ite. 
Pender County was allocated the sum of around $33,000, which was 
specifically allotted for the purpose of temporary and emergency use. 
That consisted of getting some bulldozers down there and pushing up 
about 4 feet of sand off the beach to form a miniature sand dune. 

The tides we had been having down there were higher than any- 
thing they could establish. The result is that the first heavy wind 
and the next so-called hurricane just flattened those things out. 

Our people of New Topsail Beach are not asking for anything that 
they feel is unreasonable. We know that Feder al funds can only be 
used for certain purposes. We do feel, though, that whatever Federal 
money is spent, regardless of what the pur pose is, it should in itself be 
utilized for something which would be more or less permanent. The 
emergency ee of money is just more money going down the 
drain, the way we feel about it. 

That fund which was established there for pushing up a 4-foot-high 
sand dune was well spent. There is no question about it. As far as 
it went it was well spent, but in itself it only took one reasonably high 
tide and a fairly strong wind combined with it to eliminate every bit 
of the work that had been done and the money was thrown away. 

The reason why I said in the beginning I felt as though I was in- 
truding was the fact that we were given to understand that this com- 
mittee was going to hear t testimony in regard to the advancement of 
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Federal funds. I do feel that you do have a sympathetic ear. If 
there is anything you gentlemen of this committee can do by way of 
‘using your influence to get the funds needed in Pender County, I 
just cannot tell you how greatly that would be appreciated—not from 
our own community, but from the county as a whole. 

In the county, as I stated before, they received little, if any, tax 
money, before those beaches were established. They have been get- 
ting around $50,000 a year of tax money out of that, which is a great 
sum of money for Pender County. However, until something can 
be done in the way of permanent protection and those communities can 
be rebuilt, the county is still going to be deprived of that money which 
they need very badly. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Whitman. We are glad to 
have had you. 

I want to tell you this: I serve on the Committee on Public Works, 
the Flood Control Subcommittee, and when I go back to Washington 
if I do not come forward then I know Congressman Carlyle, Congress- 
man Durham, and Congressman Cooley, and the rest of the North 
Carolina delegation, will give me a thorough whipping if I do not do 
something about it. 

Mr. Wurman. I hope so. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Lipscomb wants to ask you some questions. 

Mr. Lipscoms. I am a little concerned about how you received the 
information on what the jurisdiction of this subcommittee was. How 
was it that you got the impression as to what our study was about? 

Mr. Wurman. Well, I didn’t go down to the beach to our last com- 
munity meeting, and Mrs. J. G. Anderson, the chairman of the 
committee down there—her son called me and asked me to appear 
before you folks in behalf of the community, and that the hearing 
was to be in regard to the obtaining of Federal funds. Why they 
were misled in believing that I do not know. They knew estimates 
had to be prepared and we assumed that those estimates of costs cover- 


ing protection down there would be presented today. 


Now, whether I have misunderstood the objectives of the meeting 
or not I do not know, but I can only go by the information I have 
received. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Of course, as Mr. Jones stated, I am also deeply 
interested in hearing the story, but I do not think we should mislead 
the citizens. 

Mr. Wuirman. No, I do not think you have misled the citizens. 
I think it was probably a misunderstanding with a few individuals. 

There is one other remark I would like to make, Mr. Chairman. 
Someone has brought out and brought forward a statement about 
some question of the continuance of the work of the Corps of Engi- 
neers and the length of time that it takes them to prepare surveys, 
and such things. 

I want to state on behalf of the North Carolina Society of Engineers 
that if there is anything we can do to assist the Corps of Engineers 
in any work they have to do, all you have to do is call on us. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Liescoms. I hope that that study they were authorized to make 
under Public Law 71 progresses as rapidly as possible. 

Mr. Wuirman. We know these things cannot be done overnight. 
We are looking forward down there to obtaining sufficient funds to 
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get some work under way which will at least be a part of a long-term 
program to give us adequate and permanent protection. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Bob Kerman will be our next witness. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jones. You may proceed, Mr. Kerman. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. KERMAN, CAROLINA BEACH, N. C. 


Mr. Kerman. My name is R. M. Kerman. I have been previously 
a member of the General Assembly of North Carolina for seven 
sessions. 

I own a motel at Carolina Beach. I am here today more in the 
interests of the people of North Carolina in general than I am myself, 
although I am going to use something in my experience as an example. 

The flood control of North Carolina and throughout the United 
States is one of the greatest problems that we have today, in my 
opinion. As Senator Scott said, he lives up at the head of the Cape 
Fear River, or the river that comes into the Cape Fear River. How- 
ever, down in our section we get every bit of the water that comes 
down into the Cape Fear River and goes on into the ocean, thereby 
causing a great amount of damage as it comes down, by reason of 
inadequate flood control in the higher areas, which permits it to 
race off too fast ; and this water backs up into the Marlborough Sound 
through Snow’s Cut and the inland waterway, thereby causing water 
from Kure Beach and Wilmington Beach not being able to flow into 
the sound. It backs up there and in this last hurricane we had, Ione, 
with the heavy rains which came down, it caused quite a flooding. 

Therefore I believe everything that is possible should be done and 
has to be done through the Federal Government, because the drainage 
systems in North Carolina are piecemeal, with no coordinated effort 
being made to carry out the drainage system or to enable effective 
flood control to be carried on. Therfore I believe that the Federal 
Government will have to do something about it. 

I am not too much in sympathy with the Federal Government’s 
taking too much of a hand in things, but there is one thing they have 
to take a hand in, just the same as Senator Scott mentioned about the 
Federal Goverment’s taking a hand in the electrification of the State 
of North Carolina and the United States. They have done great 
work by causing the public utilities to come in and to do the work 
that they would not have done otherwise. I went to the general as- 
sembly for that purpose. But, gentlemen, the control of floods would 
mean just as much to the people as the control of your beach proper- 
ties. The only way I see that the beach properties are going to be 
controlled is by the Federal Government coming to their aid and 
placing on their beaches either jetties properly placed there by engi- 
neering men, or some dikes to keep this water from coming across. 

I have lived in New Hanover County all my life and I have lived on 
the beach since I have been 10 years of age. My father was a captain 
of the United States engineers and made a survey of the area for them. 
[ was on the Cape Fear River and on the coast of North Carolina in 
my early youth and I know what it means, because I have seen the 








424 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


erosion come into the beaches of North Carolina and take hundreds 
and hundreds of feet off the beaches during a period of years. 

I am going to give you a perfect example of this problem that we 
have. 

During the past hurricane, Hazel, by reason of improper dikes on the 
beach, Hurricane Hazel came through there and took the beach like 
it was a piece of flat ground. I have one picture here which shows 
the beach across from where my property was, which shows you how 
the Atlantic looked. If they had dikes along there it could have 
been protected from cutting across and ruining all that property. 
Where you see the ocean, there were seven houses in that stretch. That 
is what you see left there after Hazel. I had 10 houses on a block in 
back of that and not 1 of them stood. There were 4 feet on sand on 
the road that was left there. 

When I speak of a program here I am speaking of a future pro- 
gram—something within the province of the Federal Government, 
where they could come in and help the people on the Atlantic and 
Pacific seaboards, if necessary. You have heard the Congressmen 
from North Carolina express their opinions here. They have the 
same opinions as we have on this. 

We had sand dunes built up by the hurricane which were terrifically 
high. I had a $55,000 investment there and suffered $28,000 damage to 
the places. There is not one of them standing. I collected from the 
insurance company $7,200. The rest of it had to be borrowed, and I 
did not get any help through the small-business loans either. Up to 
June 15 each one of those cottages was placed in the same condition 
as it was before and my investment was back again to a $55,000 value, 
with about a $75,000 investment in it up to that time. Then along 
came the next hurricane, Connie. 

When Connie came along, gentlemen, she walked right through the 
same place and took every one of those cottages and destroyed them 
practically to where they were not worth anything. The whole proj- 
ect is only worth about $15,000 now. 

I am here because of the fact that the beaches were not properly 
protected and people had no reason building on the beaches unless 
they were properly protected. However, that is a fact. 

I want to say in connection with that that I believe this survey you 
are making here and this investigation is very timely. I am not going 
to discuss the Hoover Commission report, which I have read quite a bit 
of. However, I do believe our ocean front along the coastline is just 
as much a part of flood control as the Cape Fear River, or any other 
river in the United States. 

Our people have gone in there and taken an awful licking. I have 
taken this licking myself. I am nearly out of the picture, or will be 
out of the picture from this end, but I do want to say the greatest 
step the United States Government can possibly take is rendering as- 
sistance to the people of the United States in flooded and disaster areas. 
We cannot compel insurance companies to carry that extended cov- 
erage. People do not realize that, but the tagieleture cannot compel 
them to doit. They cannot compel them to carry that coverage. That 
is a contractual obligation, unless the State goes into the insurance 
business, or the Federal Government goes into the insurance business, 
and therefore leads the way to show them that they should take care 
of this problem. 
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I say to you gentlemen, if through this committee and through these 
hearings that you are conducting here you can accomplish — this, it 
would be a great thing that you are doing for the people of this State 
and for the “people of the United States, and I think we will get very 
beneficial results from it. I know Congressman Carlyle helped me 
or tried to help me a great deal on this matter up here, and I am 
ae. acquainted with practically every Congressman in the 
State of North Carolina, including my friend here, Congressman 
Durham. I have been on the Democratic executive committee here 
in this State for many years, since 1927, and have come in contact 
with them there. 

I thank you gentlemen for coming down here and giving us your 
time. I know that something good is going to come out of this. 

I have prepared a statement along another line which I will not 
read to you and take up your time. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Kerman. 

Dr. D. J. Rose of Goldsboro, president of the Neuse River Basin 
Assocziation. 


STATEMENT OF DR. D. J. ROSE, PRESIDENT, NEUSE RIVER BASIN 
ASSOCIATION 


Dr. Rose. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee. The 
Neuse River Watershed Authority is deeply appreciative of the op- 
portunity to appear before the committee. Our representatives of the 
watershed authority wish to present to the subcommittee exhibit A, 
which comes from our section. If by chance either of you or the other 
gentlemen present have ever lived or visited on a farm in the fall 
of the year, you can appreciate our exhibit A. This comes from our 
section, where thousands and ee of thousands of acres are 
typical of these ears of corn which I am exhibiting here. You can 
hardly stand the pungent ordor of what he is looking at there. 

The Neuse River Watershed Authority is a legal authority. [I will 
give you the Neuse River map. 

I am also going to hand you here a little booklet which if by chance 
you will get ‘the opportunity to read, I think will more quickly enable 
you to appreciate the value of this river 

Mr. Jonres. Thank you very much, Doctor. 

Dr. Rost. This authority was created in 1951 by the general assem- 
bly of our State. All members of the authority are appointive and, 
Mr. Chairman, almost all are present today. I will ask the members 
of the Neuse River Watershed Authority if they will stand, please. 
Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

These men have traveled for hundreds of miles to come here today. 

I would like for you to know briefly a little something about our 
valley. It is 180 miles long and flows from the central portion of 
the State to the Atlantic Ocean on the mideastern shore of North 
Carolina, emptying into Pamlico Sound. It comprises 5,500 square 
miles, with approximately 600,000 people living therein. It is one of 
the most fertile river basins in America. It is even as fertile as the 
San Joaquin Valley in California, Mr. Lipse omb. 

For a long time we have had good and bad years, depending on the 
flow of the river. In most recent years they have suffered economic 
instability due to droughts and floods. The droughts have been uni- 
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versal. Millions of dollars of American money has gone to Africa 
to construct deep wells, which was good. However, in many parts 
of this country water has to be conserv ved, as they do in C alifornia, and 
put to proper uses at proper times and in the proper places. This is 
not our case in the Neuse River Basin. We have had an abundance of 

water for years, but we have no way of controlling it. Therefore, we 
lost its use. 

In our case our turbines have been idle; municipalities have had 
scarcely enough water for the bare necessities of life, and the crops of 
the farmers have withered and died. Our water conservation in this 
area has resolved itself into a division of scarcity during these 
droughts. ‘That is not true in Los Angeles. 

Our riverbed is tortuous and filled with various forms of debris, 

causing floods and forcing the river to leave the channel and move 
downgr ade very slowly. Because of this many of the crops of our 
fertile lowlands are dead. A typical example, exhibit A, these ears of 
corn, lies before you. These were not selected here and there, but they 
were picked at random yesterday. 

This river is not just a river—it is corn; it is cotton; it is tobacco; 
it is trees, and grasses, and game, and fish, and recreation. Its veins 
run through our shops and factories. Its force is measured in the 
press of a button. It is too necessary and vital to our existence to 
allow it to escape. We are the river. 

To admit that we cannot control our speed is a form of defeatism. 
This tidal wave of continuing damage around the Neuse River can no 
longer be ignored. The grassroots of crops and clover may die, but 
the grassroots of our people will never die. The people are expecting 
you to help us do something about this. 

Now I wish to speak briefly as it relates to the matter at hand, and 
speak specifically to that matter. 

The eveeene of the Neuse River Watershed Authori ity is to promote 
the mutual interests of the several counties, towns, cities, and com- 
munities in the Neuse River Watershed area. T here are nine coun- 
ties there. I am going to leave this document with you so that you 
may know what the purpose of the Neuse River W atershed Authority 
is as enacted in the State legislature of 1951. 

Incidentally, the gentleman who introduced this bill is from this 
watershed and is present and was a few minutes ago. I do not know 
if Senator Whitfield is in the room. Thank you, Adam. This is a 
gentleman of the State senate who introduced this bill. 

The powers of the authority are listed from (a) to (7). I will not 
bore you with those either. 

I might say, however, that the bill carried with it wide permissive 
powers, but without provision for adequately financing the matters 
which I have discussed, namely, conservation and flood control. 

I might say further, so that you will not be bored by expecting me 
to ask for millions of dollars, that all we are asking for, in very simple 
language, is that the subcommittee recomend a survey be made or our 
Neuse River Basin, relating to two points only—conservation of water 
and flood control. It is just that simple. 

The Neuse River is formed by a confluence of several streams. I 
do not believe you will be particularly interested in this. If you allow 
the engineers and the soil-conservation group to get their heads to- 
gether and work this out in the survey, it would be a great help to us. 
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As regards the Hoover Commission report, on recommendation No. 1 
the : authority believes that the Congress should adopt a national water 
policy. The authority’s opinions “regarding the nine points of the 
recommended national water policy follow; that is, the Neuse River 
Watershed Authority’s opinion: 


(@) Water resources should be developed to assure their optimum use and 
their maximum contribution to the economic growth, strength, and general 
welfare of the Nation. Such development, however, should provide for the 
optimum use of the water resources of intrastate river basins in addition to inter- 
state river basins. 

We are very definite on that point. In trying to arrive at a diagnosis as to 
whether it is appendicitis or gall bladder disease, many things should be taken 
into consideration. We are very specific that in coming to that point you should 
take all things into consideration in determining whether it would be a given 
locality, like Brunswick County, or some other place in the State that should 
have proper consideration. 

(>) Water resources development should be undertaken by drainage areas, 
locally and regionally, with no changes in the existing organizational structure 
for such development. 


That is reiterating what I just said. 


(c) The Federal Government should, in all cases, assume responsibility when 
participation is necessary to further or safeguard the national interest or to 
accomplish broad national objectives. No part of the Nation, especially an 
intrastate river basin, should suffer through faulty or inadequate water resources 
development where Federal action is required to bolster inadequacies and develop 
a sound solution. 

(d) In participating in water resources, the Federal Government should take 
account of the rights and laws of the separate States concerning appropriation, 
use, control, and development of waters within their boundaries. Conditions of 
financial responsibility should not be the determining factor in limiting or pre- 
venting the exercise of the Federal Government’s constitutional right and proper 
obligation to develop water resources in the national interest. 

(e) The Federal Government, in addition to financial assistance when needed, 
should provide assistance to local and State agencies, including the Neuse River 
Watershed Authority, that are undertaking water resources developments. 
There should not be included in a national water policy implementation of rec- 
omendations establishing conditions of financial feasibility limiting or prevent- 
ing the Federal Government’s constitutional right and proper obligation to 
develop water resources in the national interest. 

(f) The authority believes that, before Congress authorizes or appropriates 
funds for Federal participation in any water-resources project, it should have 
substantial evidence that the project is economically justified. The authority 
is of the opinion, however, that a requirement of financial feasibility in con- 
nection with a project in an intrastate river basin would impose an unjust and 
intolerable burden on State and local governments, local organizations such 
as the Neuse River Watershed Authority, and private enterprise. 

(g), (h), and (i) The authority is not in a position to express views regard- 
ing the collection and review of the adequacy of hydrologic data, the administra- 
tion of revenue-producing water resources and power projects, and the regulation 
of rates for sale of electrical energy by Federal agencies. 

We are an inland waterway. 

Recommendations Nos, 2, 3, 4, and 5: The authority does not deem 
it appropriate to express views regarding the recommended Water 

tesources Board, personnel for the staff of the Bureau of the Budget, 
and acreage limitations and revolvi ing funds pertaining to the activi- 
ties of the Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the Interior. 

Recommendation No. 6: You will find recommendation No. 1 and 
recommendation No. 6 are our major concerns. 

The authority is greatly interested in soil-conservation practices, 
including terracing, contour farming and stripping, drainage, pas- 
ture planting, pond construction, irrigation, tree planting, waterway 
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development, crop rotation, and wildlife area development. It be- 
lieves that the soil-conservation districts and the soil-conservation com- 
mittee, created by an enactment of the 1937 session of the general as- 
sembly, have, under the guidance and direction of the State conserva- 
tionist, soil conservation service, made substantial progress toward 
accomplishment of socil-conservation practices in the Neuse River 
Basin. The authority does not concur in the recommendation that 
the construction of headwater dams in the flood-control program of the 
Soil Conservation Service be transferred to the Corps of Engineers. 
It believes that the Corps of Engineers has accomplished navigation 
and flood-control projects in the Neuse River Basin, for which funds 
have been appropriated by the Congress, efficiently, economically, and 
in the best interests of the Nation, the State, and the people of the 
basin. It is of the opinion, however, that construction of headwaters 
dams, including, in the last analysis, terraces, small dams created by 
contour farming, ponds, and numerous water-detention structures 
scattered over small areas, by the Corps of Engineers, involving divi- 
sion between the corps and the Soil Conservation Service of features of 
soil-conservation practices presently in progress and contemplated for 
future accomplishment and of watershed protection and flood preven- 
tion under the provisions of Public Law 566, 83d Congress, 2d session, 
would be unwise, unjustifiable, cumbersome, and unwieldy, and would 
hamper and retard the progress of conservation practices in the Neuse 
River Basin. 

The authority does not deem it appropriate to express views on 
recommendations Nos. 7 to 15, inclusive. The authority is interested 
in the entire report. It is not concerned, however, with obsolete or 
unsound projects, user charges on inland waterways, North Carolina 
water powers, and Government corporations. 

The authority is greatly concerned, in addition to soil conservation 
practices, as previously indicated, with flood control, including re- 
moval of obstructions, cutoff channels, and improvement of the bed 
of the Neuse River. Losses to farmers and damages to the economy 
of all the people in the lower Neuse River Basin have been enormous 
for a long period of years. The authority and the people of the basin 
need help from the Federal Government and it 1s earnestly hoped 
that funds will be provided in the immediate future to enable the 
Corps of Engineers to make an investigation of the entire basin to 
determine the advisability of providing flood control and conservation 
of water in the interests of water a and other benefits. 

I certainly thank you on behalf of the authority. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. We are glad to have you and to have the 
opinion of your authority, Doctor. Thank you very much. 

The committee will recess for lunch until a quarter to 2. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m. the subcommittee recessed until 1:45 
p. m. of the same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Jonrs. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Without objection, a statement of Mr. J. G. Anderson, Jr., of New 
Topsail Beach, N. C., will be made a part of the record at this point. 

Also a statement by Alderman R. F’. Meier, of Wrightsville Beach, 
N.C., will be made a part of the record at this point. 
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(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF J. G. ANDERSON, JR., REALTOR AND DEVELOPER, NEw TopSAII 
BEacu, N. C. 


New Topsail Beach, N. C., unincorporated, located at the extreme lower end of 
Topsail Island, 25 miles long. The ocean front shoreline of 7,705 feet got its 
start toward development during 1949. Streets were laid out and paved, electric 
street lights and telephone service were installed. From 1949 until October 15, 
1954, the date Hurricane Hazel struck this New Topsail Beach, over 200 new 
homes, with construction to build, “with key in door,’ from $10,000 to $25,000 
each, were built. Seven business structures received major damage. Of the 
200 homes built and occupied until Hurricane Hazel struck on October 15, 1954, 
175 homes were completely destroyed. The 25 homes which remained standing 
received major damage. Since October 15, 1954, 106 new homes have been built 
to date. Three places of business completely destroyed were unable to rebuild 
and resume their normal business for financial losses. 

In addition to property damages, resulting from 2 tornadoes and 6 hurricanes 
from May 1954 to September 11, 1955, damage to furniture, to electrical appli- 
ances, personal effects, to boats, automobiles, ete., and evacuation expenses 
to the individual were tremendous. A terrible amount of looting took place. 

There was considerable damage to public property caused by the 6 hurricanes 
and 2 tornadoes, such as to roads, beach erosion, telephone and electric power 
service, removal of debris, etc. 

Due to continuous erosion of the beach strands at New Topsail Beach, 
caused by the 6 hurricanes during a period of 16 months, from 30 feet in some 
places to 75 feet in other places have been lost to the sea, taking with it front 
lots bought and paid for by individuals. After Hazel, for example, 344 miles 
of paved roads were covered with sand from 3 to 5 feet deep, in addition to all 
sorts of debris. 

Several large shoals now exist in Banks Channel and much debris, making 
navigation to commercial fishermen, and private boat owners for recreational 
purposes, most hazardous, and impossible for some boats drawing 2% feet 
of water or more to safely navigate Banks Channel. 

Real-estate sales and new owner construction has declined at least to 75 
percent. It is now most difficult to buy property insurance. Rebuilding of 
new homes on lots previously sold where homes were completely destroyed by 
Hurricane Hazel, and the building supply business is about equal to the first 
half of 1954. 

Immediately after Hurricane Hazel on October 15, 1954, the property owners 
held a meeting and it was agreed to form an improvement committee. Property 
owners were assessed at the rate of $25 per foot lots on the oceanside and $15 per 
foot for all others. This was strictly on a voluntary basis, since our beach 
resort is unincorporated. We had no other method of raising money. At this 
meeting about $5,800 was raised and it was all used for clearing of debris, 
moving sand and repair to the bulkhead along Banks Channel. 

To sum up this report, let me say that it is imrpossible for any of us to put a 
value on our losses for the past year, caused by hurricane winds and high 
flooding waters, causing terrible erosion to our sand dunes and our beautful 
beach strand. 

I feel that our local business firms, ineluding fishing piers, have suffered, 
conservatively speaking, a 60-percent loss in business as compared to 1954— 
due to the destructive forces of nature. We, at New Topsail Beach, feel that 
some adequate protection along our ocean front is vital to not only the survival 
of our beach resort, but from a national defense standpoint. We feel that the 
Federal Government which had loaned billions abroad to the peoples of the world 
for civilian projects, should seriously stop and consider some form of financial 
aid as an excellent investment for its own citizens and taxpayers If we ean 
obtain Federal financial aid for some form of permanent protection, it will not 
only afford better and stronger “first line’ defenses for our continental shore- 
lines, but I am confident that we will have a very large building boom and will be 
able to attract more tourists and sport fishermen to our beach resort. Thus 
aid in restoring the tremendous losses in tax revenues to our county, State, and 
Federal Government. 

During the course of our recovery which will take time, planning and building 
new buildings and other structures, restoration of our beach strands and sand 
dunes, cleaning out the debris and deepening of Banks Channel! to this normal 
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depth for the safe navigation of our 100 or more commercial fishing boats, and 
bundreds of our privately owned boats used for recreational purposes, we will 
be depending on the Wilmington district office of the United States Corps of 
Engineers for advice and engineering survey work of our water resources. The 
United States Corps of Engineers cannot be praised too highly for their efficient 
work in making such surveys, going at them from the grassroots approach, with- 
out undue delays, and for the fact their resident engineers know this coastal 
area, are personally acquainted with the local people. The Corps of Engineers 
has more than paid for its existence and operations having to do with civil-works 
projects having to do with water resources problems on the Atlantic seaboard, 
especially along the 400-mile coastline of North Carolina. Under no circum- 
stances will the people stand for any curtailment of the present district opera- 
tions of the United States Army Corps of Engineers. 

The following statistical table will show the tornado and hurricane losses to 
private and public property occurring at New Topsail Beach, N. C., from May 
1954 to September 1955. 


a — — — = me try tri 





Private | Public 

sci lliaacicttiamecctiais ki diihaads = - casei dtllicaie mais cll ctie —-—|—--—- ie. 
Ist tornado, 1954 Ee eee a oe ae ee 5 rs $25, 000 | $10, 000 
Hurricane Carol -- chacndcdignd Hb sdeudsel Meaddickdlnidepteuetaecde sbucul 21, 000 | 6, 500 
Hurricane Edna ee ee eee ee ee ae bp oh bh on 1, 250 | 1, 000 
Hurricane Hazel ; oth paieatelataandis taba eas oa ce 2, 987, 300 | 500, 000 
I ae mal 45, 000 | 20, 000 
Wovtlomhe Woumte, 1086.22... 22. icddcio cet ome 80, 500 | 35, 000 
ee ee, ere ere ee eee 18, 000 | 5, 000 
Hurricane Ione, 1955. _____- adage wish e& facets oe cae ea cea : | 8, 500 | 1, 500 

Totel.......... ee tue apa stk aL Vis | 3, 186, 550 | 579, 000 


STATEMENT OF ALDERMAN R., F. MEIER, WRIGHTSVILLE BEAOH, N. C. 


Memorandum to Alderman R. F. Meier, on expenditure and estimated damages 
by Hurricanes Hazel, Connie, Diane, and Ione 


Hurricane Hazel, Oct. 15, 1954: 
Expended under law 875, approximately_......_..-.-__-___- $120, 000.00 
Expended by town of Wrightsville Beach funds, approximately_ 25, 000. 00 
Hurricanes Connie and Diane, Aug. 11 and Aug. 15, 1955; 


Application filed for Public Law 875, Sept. 6, 1955...._.--____ 231, 603. 56 
Pe Sn. aisamddidscetcntntamdbhe tiadticaghinemiees 376, 608. 56 


Hurricane Ione Sept. 18, 1955 (estimated), $15,000 to $25,000. 

Total loss in private property (estimated), $1,000,000. 

The approved applications under hurricane Hazel in the amount of $121,782.59 
have been disbursed in temporary repairs with the exception of just a few final 
estimates. 

Work contracted for and done under civil-defense authority in pushing up 
sand dunes in the amount of $8,046.25. This amount has not been paid the con- 
tractors pending approval of application under Connie and Diane as listed above. 


Mr. Jones. Our next witness is Mr. Jonathan Daniels, editor of the 
Raleigh News and Observer. 


STATEMENT OF JONATHAN DANIELS, EDITOR, THE RALEIGH 
NEWS AND OBSERVER 


Mr. Danrets. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Gentlemen of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity to appear 
before you on a subject which seems to me to be more important than 
almost. any other with which the American people are concerned to- 


day—water. 
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I doubt that you could have found a better place in which to con- 
sider it. During the summer a year ago in North Carolina whole cities 
were panting with thirst. Industries, which today seem almost more 
dependent upon water than upon power, were allowed to run only on 
limited schedules. In some places even bathing was regarded as anti- 
social. And, as is very well known to you, this summer North Carolina 
was hit by three hurricanes. 

Unfortunately, they were not intrastate hurricanes. I happened to 
go up to Pennsylvania, near where you recently held hearings, soon 
after Diane went through North Carolina helling north. There I 
saw at Yardley, near where Washington crossed the Delaware, a steel 
bridge across that river which looked like a Meccano set a child had 
kicked over in a playroom. 

We are interested in water resources and water development in 
North Carolina. We know, as the citizens of every other State know 
also, that we cannot develop them for American security and Ameri- 
can development on a local basis alone. Other witnesses have already 
testified to you with more technical information than I possess with 
regard to the report of the Hoover Commission on water resources 
and power. I speak only for myself as a concerned citizen. As such 
[ found much valuable information in the documents the Commission 
prepared on this subject. I realize that the strongest supporters of 
the Hoover Commission’s recommendations in this field are most 
anxious to separate themselves from some of the extreme reactionary 
statements made by the task force. But unfortunately it seems to 
me the not very limited recommendations which the Commission itself 
made provide a design for a stunted America at the very time when 


only an expansive program can meet the needs of a nation which must 
surge or stagnate. 

Others have given their views on the specific recommendations of 
the Commission. I do not disagree with all its recommendations. 
Indeed, long before the Hoover Commission was ever invented, every- 
body familiar with government realized the faults involved in over- 
lap red Coppinger in the executive branch of the Government and 


of logrolling on public projects in the Congress. To the reiteration 
of warnings ¢ ‘about such ancient problems in this report I add my pious 
approval. But it seems to me inescapable that the basic purpose of 
this report was to serve what a great American called in a news story 
in the papers this morning “the talk about a basic antagonism be- 
tween American business and government.” My opposition to it lies 
in my agreement with him that we “must replace such nonsense with a 
recognition of the common purposes and obligations of these two 
cornerstones of democratic capitalism.” 

Among the many useful items in this report is the ¢lear demon- 
stration that the Government did not enter these important fields 
after Karl Marx, but before American independence. And here in 
the so-called States rights South it is well to recall that almost the 
first thing the South sought after the Civil War was Federal aid 
in flood protection. Of course, not every project upon which the 
Federal Government has embarked in developing our water resources 
or any other resources has been sound. And, as understatement, it 
might be added that neither has every private enterprise proved its 
public worth or even its private profit. 
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What I object to as North Carolinian and American in this report 
is its emphasis upon the antagonism of free government and free 
enterprise in the development. of America and even more to the 
evident effort to prove that some Americans are subsidized and others 
cheated when the Government brings the blessings of water develop- 
ment to any region. 

Wind and water in America made a dramatic parable of that sort 
of divisiveness not long ago. When Diane left us, it dumped more 
water into the rivers of Pennsylvania and pr actically washed away 
whole towns in Connecticut. It is true that that water did not come 
up tq Pennsylvania and Connecticut through interstate rivers. But 
it dropped out of an interstate sky on people who were just as ie 
less—as if they only had the promise of this Hoover Commission report 
to protect them in.the future. 

Then there was a sudden—and it seems to me very sad reaction 
based on the whole idea of divisiveness in America. The cry came 
from New England that the South, looting with the zeal of Sherman’s 
soldiers, was trying to lure industries away from desolated towns— 
towns which dramatized the whole dramatic meaning of water control 
in America. If the South grabbed a single machine out of that 
tragedy it was, indeed, grave robbing i in the mud. Oddly enough, the 
only evidence I have seen of readiness to grab from the destitute 
was an advertisement in the Wall Street Journal urging plants to 
move to Utica, N. Y. 

A much more relevant statement today appeared in the Official 
Guide to the State of Connecticut in the American Guide Series pub- 
lished in 1938, under the administration of Gov. Wilbur L. Cross. 
It appeared about the time when another hurricane out of the South 
did the worst damage done before this year. In it this statement 
appeared : 





The State is alive to the necessity of long-term planning for eliminating the 
menace of floods such as have twice swept the State during the past 9 years. 

More years have passed since then. And it is evident now as it 
was then that there will be more wind, water, floods, in the future. 
It may be perfectly true that in those years the intelligent develop- 
ment of rivers elsewhere have disadvantaged New England in terms 
of power and security, water supply, pleasantness, and prosperity 
elsewhere. To that comparative disadvantage may be added the 
complaint that New England taxpayers have “been required to sub- 
sidize the development of America in other regions. That to some 
may seem a more serious looting than so- -alled luring of factories 
southward. But the picture emph: \S1Zzes the possibility that what is 
required in New England and America is not complaint, but creative- 
ness. The South and ev ery other region should gladly share in any 
such creative program. 

In our times the American scandal is not that TVA has blessed 
the South, but that so great and good a State as Connecticut, long 
warned, repeatedly wi arned, has not been alive to the need for Amer- 

‘an development of its river basins, its water resources, wherever 
sae threaten the safety of people and industries or wherever such 
development could serve the pleasantness and productivity of this 
land. 
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That need will not grow less unless America does also. Our popu- 
lation grows. We hope devoutly that the time may come when peace 
will make it unnecessary for our productive plant to pour so much 
of our labors and our treasure into arms. For such a future we need 
a report on our water resources. I regret to say that at much cost, 
with much work, on much printed paper, the Hoover Commission and 
its task force do not seem to me to have presented it. It seems to me 

a report designed in an extravagance of financial fears for some people, 
not in imaginative design for a republic which will require the com- 
bined efforts of free government and free enterprise to fulfill the 
possibilities of our land for our people. 

This report not only does not provide that. It is, indeed, a monu- 
mental misunderstanding of the country’s need and, as such, an item 
of waste in Government which if it does not get Mr. Hoover’s atten- 
tion, deserves somebody else’s 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Daniels. 

Do you have any questions, Mr. Lipscomb? 

Mr. Lirscoms. No questions. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Daniels, may I direct your attention to recommen- 
dation No.9? That is a recommendation to Congress. 

Mr. Dantes. What page is that on? 

Mr. Jonrs. Page 111. 

Mr. Danuets. Yes, sir; No. 9. 

Mr. JoNes (reading) : 

That the Congress empower and direct the Federal Power Commission to 
fix the rates on Government power sales at such levels as will— 

(a) Eliminate the inequities now imposed upon the great majority of the 
people ; 

Do you sense that there are any a in the development, gen- 
eration, sale, and distribution of power by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Daniets. Mr. Jones, the greatest thing that has happened to 
to this part of the South has been that, although we are outside the 
TVA area, we have been blessed by the example of TVA. TVA 

taught the power industry the way of its own salvation. For gen- 
erations we had had the power industry believing that it could make 
great profits by selling a small amount of power to a relatively few 
people. The low rates of TVA, which the power companies followed, 
enabled the power companies to put appliances in homes throughout 
America. ‘They have been blessed, and I think the power companies 
have done an excellent job in selling power at the low rates that they 
never believed possible until TVA taught them it was. 

Mr. Jones. It continues: 

(b) Amortize and pay interest on the Federal investment in power, plus an 
amount which will equal Federal tax exemption based upon the Federal taxes 
paid by the private utilities ; 

Would you like to comment on that section ? 

Mr. Danrets. It seems to me that while there is much debate about 
how much taxes TVA or other things of that sort ought to pay, that 
the return to the whole people of the Nation from these projects in 
their example, serves to give the Government all it should hope to re- 
ceive from such projects. 

Mr. Jones. How would you put in operation this recommendation ? 
By putting it into effect you would create a Federal operation the 
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same as a corporation, and I presume it would naturally follow you 
would have to charge the highest rate of the highest charges paid by 
any public utility. :; 

Mr. Dantets. I don’t see where that should be done in the case 
of utilities any more than it is done in the case of the development 
of New York Harbor, or levees along the Mississippi River. 

Mr. Jones. On the preceding page, page 109, the discussion which 
evidently became the basis for the conclusion reached in recom- 
mendation No. 9, says: 

The subsidies paid by 90 percent of citizens who receive their power from 
private utilities is made still greater by the preference laws enacted by the 
Congress, mainly since 1933. 

Mr. Dantets. I am in favor of a TVA for New England. I think 
we in the South ought to work on the development of water projects 
in California, Mr. Lipscomb. It may be true a project of the Federal 
Government, let us say the building of a military establishment, 
benefits a town. I do not think that the rest of America should 
scream because that town is benefited by a Federal project. What 
we ought to do is develop a design for the development of America, 
with all regions willing and glad to contribute in the development 
of our country. 

The fact that one at the moment may be said to be receiving from 
the Federal Treasury more than another, I think is not taking an 
American view of the situation. 

Mr. Jones. Let me direct your attention to recommendation No. 
10 at the bottom of page 111, where it says: 

That the Government or its agencies cease the building of steam plants and 
provide for the equation of their power loads by interconnections with the grids 
of neighboring power systems. 

Mr. Daniets. I think if the Government is going to enter into a 
power project, it should follow the best practices of power producers, 
whether private or Government. 

Mr. Jones. You mean even publicly generated power projects should 
exercise good business management ? 

Mr. Dantes. Good business judgment. When coal or steam plants 
are needed they should be as free to build them as any power company 
is free to build them. 

Mr. Jones. Recommendation No. 11 on page 113: 

(a) That the private utilities be permitted to purchase a fair share of 
Federal power. 

Do you sense in the recommendations and the studies of the Hoover 
Commission that there has been any practice or policy of the Federal 
Government to keep from private aihties the right to acquire power? 

Mr. Dantets. I think this is a bus bar report; the whole idea being 
that the Federal Government go into the power business only for the 
purpose of private companies deriving profit thereon. 

Mr. Jones. They talk about the preference clause in the early part 
of the chapter and they say that these laws in the preference section 
relating to nonprofit power agencies have been mainly enacted since 
1933; whereas, as a matter of fact, the first preference clause was 
written in about 1903 in Theodore Roosevelt’s administration. 

Mr. Dantexs. I would not make much quarrel with that, Mr. Jones, 
because it is since 1933 that we have carried power to the rural people 
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of America, and that we have blessed the whole country by letting little 
people have power. Had it not been for these cooperatives, it would 
have been years before we would have gotten rural electrification in 
America. 

There again the great example that the Government gave has not 
only carried power to the people, but made the power people realize 
where they can make profits as well as serve. 

Mr. Jones. In addition to that, you recall the Federal Power Act, 
which was passed in the Wilson administration, carried the same 
preference clause. 

Mr. Danrets. And properly so, I think. 

Mr. Jones. There has not been a single act passed by the Congress 
of the United States, in any administration since that time, when a 
preference clause has not been included, and I am including the 
Atomic Energy Act, which was passed last year, which had the bless- 
ings of the administration. 

Mr. Daniets. And I think they had the blessing of the people. 

Mr. Jones. So there should not be any great disturbance caused 
when the Federal Government prepares to sell its power and follow 
the law as directed by the Congress to make that energy first available 
to the preference customers. 

Mr. Dantets. I should not think so. It seems to me a very strange 
proposal. 

Mr. Jones. Section (b) of recommendation No. 11 states: 

That no further building of transmission lines be undertaken where such 
transmission service can be provided by non-Federal agencies. 

Mr. Dantets. That is, just to give all of the power to the power 
companies to distribute themselves. 

Mr. Joners. It would seem to me that one of the objectives, as I 
understand it from the Hoover Commission’s task-force study, and 
the opinion of the Commission itself, was to bring about economies 
in the operation of the executive branch of the Government. If the 
Federal investments were made in these hydroelectric projects, then 
certainly the Government should not be circumscribed in such a way 
that it cannot sell its products at the greatest advantage. 

Mr. Dantzets. The people who are given preferences under the law 
itself—the same as with your steam plants. 

Mr. Jones. It was nice to have you here today with us, Mr. Daniels. 
We appreciate your coming. 

Mr. Lrescoms. May I ask a question ? 

Mr. Jongs. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Mr. Daniels, do you believe that all of the develop- 
ments in power should be Federal power? 

Mr. Dantes. No, sir. I do not. I think that there is a place 
for both. 

What I want to see is the proposed development by both Govern- 
ment and private power. I think that conflict set up in this report 
does an injustice both to free government and free enterprise. 

Mr. Jones. Just one more question. Are you familiar with the 
Federal Power Act? 

Mr. Dantets. I would not certainly say I am familiar with it; no, 
sir. 
Mr. Jones. Do you recall the provision of the law which gives the 
right to the private utilities to make application for license to acquire 
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a site for the construction of a dam for the purpose of generating 
hydroelectric power ¢ 

Mr. Dantets. I certainly knew about that in a general way. Yes, 
sir. 

Mr. Jones. There has been no curtailment of that opportunity under 
the law that I know anything about. The utilities are still free to 
come in and acquire sites. 

Mr. Dantets. .\nd do. 

Mr. Jonrs. And do, as they did at the Coosa River after the Con- 
gress deauthorized the Coosa River comprehensive development plan. 
Then they acquired a Federal license. 

Mr. Danzets. I do not think it has ever been the intention of those 
governments that have been in since this 1933 date that you men- 
tioned, to make government power a monopoly of the Government. 
There were going to be some projects where the Government did 
operate them, but I do not know of any private utility today that is 
not doing better than it was in 1933. 

Mr. Jones. They are making more money and enjoying more profits, 
and selling electricity at a cheaper rate and in greater volume than 
they have ever done before. 

Mr. Danrets. And in accordance with the matter about dam sites 
I do not have the list before me, but I suspect you could make up a 
very formidable list of new plants established by private enterprise 
in this very period. 

Mr. Jones. Again let me thank you, Mr. Daniels. 

Mr. Dantets. It was a pleasure to be here. 

Mr. Jones. Our next witness is Mrs. Semans. Is Mrs. Semans 
present ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Mr. George Dill, mayor of Morehead City. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Gwyn Price, chairman of the North Carolina Rural 
Electrification Authority. 


STATEMENT OF GWYN PRICE, CHAIRMAN, NORTH CAROLINA 
RURAL ELECTRIFICATION AUTHORITY 


Mr. Price. My name is Gwyn Price. I am chairman of the North 
Carolina Rural Electrification Authority. 

The authority is an agency of the State and is responsible for 
securing electric service for the rural people of the State. We are 
pleased to work with and advise with corporations created under our 
authority and render any help necessary toward their successful 
operation. The activities of the authority consist of holding hearings 
to determine the need and feasibility of electric extensions ‘into rural 
areas; to assist groups of farmers to organize electric membership 
corporations ; to give consent to their being chartered by the Secretary 
of State; to act as clearing agency for all rural electrification matters 
arising in the State: to make loan applications to the Federal Rural 
Electrification Administration on behalf of the membership corpora- 
tions: and to render all possible service to membership corporations, 
public utilities and municipalities in their rural electrification 
programs. 
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Mr. Chairman, due to the position which I hold I am necessarily 
restricting my statement to certain of the Commission’s recommenda- 
tions having to do with power, specifically recommendations 9, 10, 
11, and 15. I wish to state, however, that my failure to discuss the 
other recommendations contained in the Commission’s report reflects 
neither my approval nor my disapproval of them. 

The North Carolina Rural Electrification Authority is opposed 
to the adoption of the policies called for in recommendations 9, 10, 
11, and 15. The net effect contemplated by these recommendations 
would be: 

(1) to impose upon Federal power rates charges which not 
only appear unjustified but which would considerably reduce the 
value of Federal power; 

(2) to prevent the Federal Government from being able to 
operate its power facilities efficiently and in a businesslike manner 
by making these facilities wholly or substantially dependent upon 
electric utilities for fuel-powered firming electricity ; 

(3) to destroy the right of municipalities and cooperatives to 
have first call on Federal power ; 

(4) to make the Federal power facilities dependent upon the 
electric utilities for transmitting electric energy to the market; 
and 

(5) to compel the Federal Government to yield the power 
generating right at multipurpose dams to the electric utilities 
or commit the sale of power from those dams in advance on long- 
term contracts which would preclude present preference agencies 
from receiving the benefits thereof. 

Let me make clear that we are not opposed to the operation of the 
electric utility companies in this country. Here in North Carolina 
we have worked with these utilities in many ways over many years, 
and on the whole, we think they are giving good service to their 
customers. 

What we are opposed to—and this we think is in the interest of 
electric utilities themselves—is a total monopolization of power by any 
particular interest, whether it be private, public, semiprivate, or 
semipublic. 

Federal power facilities are one, but only one, of the alternative 
power-producing sources which, during the past 20 years, have pro- 
duced a very necessary and healthy competitive element into the 
electric wholesale and retail industry. In this respect, the American 
people—including those who own electric utility stocks—have sup- 
plemented the work of their various utility regulatory commissions in 
bringing about, in most regions of the Nation, an abundance of elec- 
tric power available at a reasonable price. In our opinion, the regu- 
latory commissions, even when performing their tasks with full dili- 
gence, never have been able and never will be able to accomplish their 
lawful objectives without the vital aid of these competitive influences. 
There is no substitute for competition. 

If the Commission’s recommendations above cited are adopted, the 
competitive standard represented by Federal power will be destroyed 
Preference customers, including in North Carolina both electric coop- 
eratives and municipalities, will have no alternative source of supply 
for their power. Moreover, the competitive element being destroyed, 
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not even the consumers of the electric utilities will have as full a pro- 
tection as is otherwise available for them. 

Electric utilities, Mr. Chairman, tend to follow static policies in 
the absence of some competitive stimulus. The Federal power pro- 
gram to date has made its greatest contribution to our economy by pio- 
neering dynamic rate policies—policies which dared to test the theory 
that if you make power rates low enough, the resulting volume of sales 
will benefit not only the power vendor, but the public at large as well. 

Utility expansion, sales, and profits are proceeding at a healthy 
and prosperous pace; there is certainly no indication that the Federal 
power program has impaired their ability to progress. On the con- 
trary, Federal dynamic rate policies have influenced a liberalization 
and greater perspective, on their part—all to their manifest profit. 

Presently and far more so in the near future, the Nation is very sen- 
sitively dependent on electricity for industrial and technological de- 
velopment; automation is already here, but we haven’t seen anything 
yet—all of which wll require tremendous amounts of electric energy. 
This energy is too vital and will be necessary in too great a quantity 
not to assure every means of making it abundantly available at the 
cheapest price. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Price. 

Now, recommendation No. 11 is based upon a discussion which is a 
preface to the recommendation. It quotes the task force as saying 
that the preference clause has resulted in serious inequities and dis- 
crimination between the citizens of the various States. 

Do you find that the preference clause in all of our public and flood- 
control acts, such as the Flood Control Act of 1944, and the TVA 
Act, and the Bonneville Act, and the Rural Electrification Administra- 
tion Act, and the Atomic Energy Act, and all of those, is bringing 
about inequities and discriminations ? 

Mr. Price. No. sir. I donot think so, Mr. Chairman. Asa matter 
of fact, I do not see how the Government could preclude the preference 
customers so long as the Congress itself is going to permit these cor- 
porations who are nonprofit cooperatives, to operate. 

Mr. Jones. In other words, what you are saying is that the people 
who own it are entitled to its use above any private concern ? 

Mr. Price. I have not been able to find, in my own thinking—and 
I am not saying that maybe somebody could not find it—but I have 
not been able to find in my own thinking how you would ever be able 
to give consumers of electric-utility companies the direct benefit they 
should have if they get a part of that power under the same circum- 
stances as nonprofit corporations get it. I take it that if our com- 
panies should require caus in any manner, that the Congress will 
continue to find a way through tax writeoffs to give it to them. To 
what extent that has been passed on, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, to the individual consumers of electric service, I am 
not sure. 

Mr. Jones. You are talking about subsidies ? 

Mr. Price. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think REA has been the beneficiary of sub- 
sidies ? 

Mr. Price. No. I cannot conceive of it, sir, because take North 
Carolina—we have secured for electric membership corporations and 
one of our companies—1 or 2 companies and 2 or 3 municipalities— 
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pretty close to $100 million in REA loans. I don’t think there isa 
single payment past due in North Carolina—not one that I know 
of. Weare very proud of our position. 

Any statement to the effect that providing the REA as an agency 
to render assistance in making these loans and see these matters 
through—just the insinuation that that might be a subsidy, in my 
opinion is not any more justified than to say that the Commerce 
Department is a subsidy to business enterprise, and what have you. 

Mr. Jones. Are you familiar with the National Production Act, 
which makes it in order to have the granting of tax-amortization 
certificates to encourage the private utilities to construct generating 
facilities which would take care of extraordinary situations which may 
be forced upon us through the international situation ? 

Mr. Price. Yes, I am generally familiar with that. 

Mr. Jones. As I recall it, there have been about $2,300 million 
worth of certificates issued. I have always held that it was justi- 
fiable based on the needs of national defense and the security of this 
country. Certainly that was a wise and prudent step to secure us 
against international situations arising. 

Mr. Price. That is right. 

_ Mr. Jonss. That is, to provide the generating capacity necessary 
to make the vehicle work. 

Mr. Price. J would like to make this observation. I have no ob- 
jection if the Congress finds it necessary to do just that thing. I 
think you would find if you look at the record that that type of grant 
to our companies in this State would amount to almost a fifth maybe 
of the total loans borrowed by the farmers of the State; and they have 
to pay interest on that money and pay it back. 

Mr. Jones. You did not get any tax amortization on it either; did 
you? 

Mr. Price. No, and we are not expecting it. 

Mr. Jones. You are going to pay back to the Treasury the amount 
you borrowed ? 

Mr. Price. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Price. 

Has Mayor George Dill arrived yet? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Jones. Is Mrs. Seman here ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Mr. William T. Crisp, executive manager of the Tar- 
heel Electric Membership Association. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM T. CRISP, EXECUTIVE MANAGER AND 
GENERAL COUNSEL, TARHEEL ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP ASSO- 
CIATION, INC., AND ACTING GENERAL COUNSEL FOR EASTERN 
NORTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP. 


Mr. Crisp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, Mr. 
Cooley and Mr. Durham, my name is William T. Crisp. I am the 
executive manager and general counsel of Tarheel Electric Member- 
ship Association, Inc.; : and the acting general counsel for Eastern 
North Carolina Electric Member ship Cor p- 

Eastern Electric is a generation and transmission cooperative made 
up of 17 of the same systems which form Tarheel Electric. Tarheel 
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Electric is the statewide trade-service organization representing 28 
of the 32 electric membership corporations in North Carolina. Of the 
4 nonmember cooperatives, 1, Piedmont Electric at Hillsboro, has 
authorized this statement to be made on its behalf. The other 3, 
Ocracoke Electric, Cape Hatteras Electric, and Harkers Island Elec- 
tric, all located on the Outer Banks of North Carolina and serving 
together a total of some 1,200 members, have not specifically author- 
ized this statement to be submitted on their behalf (they were not 
consulted with respect to it), but it is believed it represents their 
views also. 

This statement then is submitted on behalf of 29 rural electric co- 
operatives, which distribute electricity to approximately 170,000 
families in North Carolina, representing an estimated 750,000 indi- 
vidual men, women, and children in our State. 

Before proceeding further, Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I might 
tender as token witnesses the people from these cooperatives who are 
here today? I wish everybody here from the cooperatives would 
stand up, please, so that the committee can see who you are. 

(Members of the audience stood up.) 

Mr. Crisp. Thank you. 

I would also like to introduce specifically, Mr. Chairman, Mr. 
James A. Ward, the president of Tarheel Electric; Mr. C. E. Viver- 
ette, the vice president; and Mr. J. L. Shearon, the secretary-treasurer. 
We also have present Mr. Alvin P. Strong, the president of Eastern ; 
and we have the secretary-treasurer of Eastern, who is Mr. G. L. 
Rucker. 

On behalf of those members, I wish first to thank this subcommittee 
for holding these hearings on the Hoover Commission report on Water 
Resources and Power, and particularly to thank the subcommittee 
for allowing us an opportunity to present our views with respect 
thereto. 

Mr. Chairman, I particularly want to commend you for the job you 
are not only doing in connection with this hearing, but for the fact 
that for years and years you have championed REA and those public 
power projects which have meant so much to the development not only 
of the South, but of the whole Nation. The people from the Eighth 
District in Alabama can certainly be proud of you. 

I want to say to my people here, Mr. Chairman, that we are people 
who appreciate our friends, and I want to pass to that now. 

The chairman of this subcommittee, ladies and gentlemen, has as 
fine a voting record on REA as any man in the United States Congress. 
{Applause.] a 

Mr. Lipscomb, I am not as familiar with your background as I 
am with Congressman Jones’, but I want to commend you, however, 
for your participation in this study. I want to say to you that the 
people of California in general and of Los Angeles in particular are 
in My Opinion just as intimately associated with the subject matter 
of this committee’s report and what happens as a result of it as any- 
body else in this country. I think that in the last analysis the Ameri- 
can people as a whole are either going to move forward or backward, 
depending on what happens to this report. 

Mr. Chairman, before getting into specific details, permit me to 
make crystal clear in the beginning the position which our coopera- 
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tives take on this Commission report insofar as it relates to electric 
power : 

We are opposed to the adoption of any of the recommendations 
contained in this report. We protest as misleading and incorrect 
many of the so-called findings of fact upon which ‘it is based; we 
challenge the objectivity of the manner in which its so-called facts 
were arrived at; we deplore the manifest intellectual prejudice of 
the members of the task force which prepared the materials on which 
it is based; and we denounce as unsound and regressive the basic 
economic and social philospohy which it seeks to establish in the vital 
public policies of this Nation. 

Perhaps we ourselves appear to be prejudicially unequivocal our- 
selves in stating our total and unhesitating opposition to everything 
the recommendations call for. If so, Mr. Chairman, let the record 
show that we say this: While here and there in the prolific fabric of 
these amazing reports one may find statements which have the merit 
of truth or recommendations which give some promise of needed re- 
form, nevertheless, each and every word appears to be fitted so 
adroitly into an obvious scheme to bring about the Federal Govern- 
ment’s abdication of responsibility for the protection of the interests 
of all of the people—in favor of a privileged but mighty few—that 
it would be illogical—and indeed unfair to those who authored it— 
to cite out of context a single phrase in this report for commendation. 

In other ‘words, Mr. Chairman, I want to make our position per- 
fectly clear in the beginning. We do not go for anything in this 
report and we question the basis upon which the report has been made. 
I shall go a little bit more sensitively into that later on. 

An obvious exception to the foregoing is the presentation of dis- 
senting statements made by 4 of the Commission’s 12 members and 
published i in volume II of the official report. 

Right here I want to raise some questions that I hope this commit- 
tee will be able to find the answers to before it is through. I want. to 
raise first the question of who are the members of the so-called 
Citizens Association for the Publication of the Hoover Commission 
Report. What are their identities, corporate and otherwise? What 
are the sources of its funds? How much are its funds! Who is 
giving those funds? 

More specifically, Mr. Chairman, I want to raise this question: 
Why was this report published in two volumes? That is not a very 
big package. The Commission did not do that with respect to volume 
II of the task force reports. The two reports together are no large: 
than the one single volume that constitutes volume I of the task 
‘force reports. Why was this report divided / 

I want to suggest a possible answer. It was done in concert by 
some member or members of this Commission, who had in mind the 
laying of a foundation whereby volume I of this report, which does 
not contain the dissenting remarks, would be adopted by the Citizens 
Committee for the Publication of the Hoover Commission Report 
and spread throughout this Nation, certainly in a partially untruthful 
cata tacheies of the idea that it represents the entire report instead 
of just half of it—and the most unimportant half, in my opinion, 
at that. 

I think these are questions which beg answers, and I hope that this 
committee tries its best to find out the answers to those questions. 
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We think this subcommittee is entitled to know the basis for our 
charge that the reports reflect prejudicial preparation : 

On June 1 and 2, 1954, we appeared before the task-force hearings 
in Chattanooga, Tenn. On that occasion some fifty-odd witnesses 
gave testimony. The preexisting bias of the members of the task 
force became quite apparent during that hearing. Not a single ques- 
tion was asked—and I refer you to the record for confirmation—nor 
a single statement volunteered by a single member of the task force 
which evinced in any sense either a sympathy with, or even an objec- 
tive curiosity about, the facts and figures which favor public power 
development or the rural electrification program in this country. 
On the contrary, each and every witness who testified in behalf of 
any aspect of these two programs was subjected to a critical cross- 
examination. We were obviously being “tried” by a “fixed” jury. 

I have quotation marks around the words “tried” and “fixed.” 

Yet each and every witness who testified against these two pro- 
grams—and in favor of what has now become this Commission’s 
official recommendations—was treated with that deference and cor- 
diality characteristic of the cajoling lawyer who gently leads his tear- 
stained witness through a carefully rehearsed presentation. 

One does not have to recall the obvious bias and prejudice mani- 
fested by the task force in these hearings to know that the men who 
conducted it were possessed of strong preconceived opinions regard- 
ing the subject matter on which they were supposedly gathering 
information. 

Incidentally, Mr. Chairman, if this subcommittee so desires, I have 
a brief report here on the men who made up this task force, showing 
who they are and what positions they have occupied, and some of 
the positions they have taken in years prior to their appointment 
to this Commission. If you so desire I want to make this list of 
information about these men available to you. I think it is impor- 
tant for the record to show who they were and what their predisposi- 
tion was on this case before they were appointed. 

Mr. Jones. We will receive it, but not make it a part of the record, 
for the simple reason that the biographical sketches are already con- 
tained in part in the report of the task force. But we accept that 
for consideration by the members of the committee and not to be a 
part of the record. 

Mr. Crisp. All right. 

As a matter of history, none of these men was known to entertain 
any other sympathies than those reflected in task-foree findings. 
Moreover, one has only to read the task-force reports themselves. 
He will not tind there one statement of so-called fact, one opiniona- 
tion—and there are many of these—or one recommendation which 
is sympathetic with the essentially dynamic power policy evolved 
by this Nation—mostly through bipartisan political support—over 
the past half century. 

Nor has the condensation work performed by the full Commission 
in its final reports sufficed to disguise this prejudiced foundation upon 
which its recommendations stand, as a reading of both the task-force 
reports and the final reports will show. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been an effort made—and I must confess 
that the effort started here; that is, the effort started on the part of 
the Commission itself—to divorce its official report and recommenda- 
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ions from the findings of its stepchild here. But my comment to that, 
if I may make a parody on your statement about sin and the devil 
yesterday, is simply this: The Commission certainly by its tacit 
consent approved the appointment, the unilateral appointment, by 
its chairman of the task-force groups; and certainly by its lack of 
opposition to it. I am talking about a majority of the members of 
the Commission; those responsible for what that task force did. , 

In sentence after sentence in this report you will find a strained 
and laborious effort by this Commission to get away from the influ- 
ence of what its stepchild did. But it cannot do it and I will take 
up some specific examples of that in a moment to support that state- 
ment. 

The task-force reports are both invidious in their intent and in their 
wording. Let me make this distinction between them. The Com- 
mission’s report is invidious in intent, but somewhat innocuous in 
wording. That is the main difference between the two. They are 
out of the same genetic background; the blood that flows through 
both of them came from the same parents. There is no doubt about 
that. 

In brief, the dignity of a high governmental commission, and blessed 
by a former President of the United States, enforced by the con- 
clusions of a pseudofactfinding group, is being exploited in the hope 
once again of persuading the American people and their Congress 
to accept the same improvident theories of a vested economic few 
which, since the turn of the century, have been rejected again and 
again. 

First the Water Resources Board. This, in my opinion, is a mani- 
fest effort to arrogate to a politically appointed commission a power 
which is now, and always has been, and always should be held by 
the United States Congress. The Congress of the United States, 
responsible to the people, is asked to vote to deprive itself of one 
of the most important prerogatives that it exercises. 

I am somewhat like Senator Scott on this question, Mr. Chairman. 
You can commission anything to death in this country. We can 
point to vivid examples of that fact. It is my opinion that the 
Congress of the United States who, as you said a while ago, have 
year in and year out affirmed the basic principles which would be 
inundated by this report, is the body in which there should continue 
to reside the power to oversee the development of our water resources 
in this country. 

I will not quarrel with the legalities that are reposed in the idea 
of a Water Resources Board, but you know as well as I do—and 
indeed, here is the classic example of the evil that can come from 
a commission which, while lacking power to take sovereign action 
on anything, can so clothe its regulations with the dignity of public 
authority as to have not only an unobjective influence on what the 
people of this country think but, in the last resort, a sinister influence 
on what they think, and upon what their elected representatives can 
consequently do. 

Hereafter, we address this statement only to those recommendations 
relating essentially to power—and of those, only to recommendations 
9,10, 11, and 15. 

Recommendation 9 calls for the Government to set power rates at 
such levels as will (a) eliminate the inequities now imposed upon the 
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great majority of the people—a charge which we specifically deny; 
(d) impose Federal taxes on Government power sales equal to that 
paid by the private utilities; and (¢) impose payments in lieu of taxes 
to State and local governments equivalent to those the private utilities 
pay. 

In other words, other facts and considerations notwithstanding, the 
Government is to abide by a reverse yardstick. Hereafter the rea- 
sonableness of its power rates shall be measured by what the power 
companies charge, not vice versa. 

It shall be measured not even by what the utilities themselves incor- 
porate into the power rates. It will go further. As I want to point 
out in reference to volume I, page § 99, here too, Mr. Chairman, is an 
example of the effort of the Commission both to exploit and yet to 
abdicate responsibility for the findings of its foster child. 

The task group on power generation and distribution sets up the following 
criteria for determining the financial results of Federal power projects: 

(a) That the Federal Government should receive 3 percent interest annually 
upon its investment * * * 

(b) That the investment should be returned in annual installments (amor- 
tized) in not more than 50 years for hydroelectric plants and 35 years for 
steam plants. 

Skipping on, it reads: 

(d@) That there should be annual provision for replacement of the plants during 
the amortization periods. 

Now let us go over to page 111. This is the background material 
upon which the Commission laid its foundation for recommendation 
No.9. Wecome down to what they recommended. In (a) we find this 
statement: 


Eliminate the inequities now imposed upon the great majority of the people. 


What are they talking about there, Mr. Chairman? They have 
gone ahead over here and ¢ adopted, certainly by reference, the criteria 
laid down by the task force, but somehow or other when they got down 
to the final wording of this recommendation they just did not have the 
courage to say what they meant there. Of course, what they ay 
was simply this: That in addition to the things here in (/) and ( 
which they did have the courage to advance, they are further aioe. 
ing to the Congress that it incorporate the other criteria that are “aid 
forth in the beginning of the chapter. The inequities that would be 
involved in this are so tremendous as to defy contemplation in terms 
of the very same arguments that the utilities have pursued for so 
many years about this question. In effect, they are asking the people 
who consume power from a Federal project to do simply this: Not 
only to pay for the initial investment by an amortization schedule; 
not only to pay an interest rate and pay enough money to sustain all 
of the current operation costs of that project : but, in addition, to 
replace from year to year the funds that are necessary to refurbish 
that project and rebuild it entirely; or, in other words, to buy it— 
to buy it outright. That is something they don’t even exact from their 
own customers. 

In other words, the Government is going to own these projects, 
and ownership here is something that is totally avoided in the con- 
sideration of the principles that are advanced, because ownership is 
something which gives the Government the right, as it has already 
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been exercised in many instances, to come into that project and take 
the power away from those present domestic consumers if the national 
situation demands, particularly in the case of defense needs. But 
above that fact, the people who are using that power, tenuous though 
their consumership may be, are asked to pay the original investment 
twice during the period of the life of that project. The power com- 
panies, of course, go to their stockholders and to the bonding companies 
to pay for their investment. Of course, our people give them exactly 
the profit to which they are entitled. 

But notice, they are not asking the people who pay for the project 
to become the owners of it. They are asking for the Government to 
retain ownership in this thing and, therefore, control over it, but 
they are asking our people to pay for it twice. 

The conclusion upon which this recommendation is based—that 
Federal power rates do not now provide for essentially the same 
coverage—is erroneous. The Commission went to great lengths to 
establish a deficit, as measured by these standards, in Federal power 
operations during the last 20 years. In doing so, the Commission 
quite conveniently failed to take into account the followi ing: 

1. The economic stimulus represented by cheap Federal power in 
abundance has boosted income—and therefore income taxes—in the 
areas where it was made available to an extent which far more than 
compensates the Federal investment, though that investment is other- 
wise being repaid by the ratepayer. 

For instance, as Congressman Holifield shows in volume 2, per- 
sonal income taxes paid by persons in the TVA area have increased 
from 3.4 percent of the national total in 1933 to 6.1 percent in 1953— 
repr esenting a proportionate increase of 2.7 percent, or $1,200,000,000 
in 1953 alone. Over the years this proportionate increase has amounted 
to nearly $8,000,000,000—many times the Federal investment in TVA 
facilities. 

2. The Commission’s showing of a deficit is based on unrealistic com- 
putations. They assume, among other things, that Government power 

rates should bear the same tax load on wholesale sales as the utilities 
bear on retail sales. 

I am sure the members of this subcommittee are familiar with the 
fact that in all but relatively few and minor instances the Federal 
Government makes its sales at wholesale and not at retail. 

A comparison of Federal power revenues, using a tax component 
equivalent to what wholesale utilities pay, would “show that, for all 
types of taxes suggested by recommendation 9, the Federal power rate 
collected during the past 20 years includes a component which is far 
more than the tax wholesale utilities themselves pay. 

. The Commission also indulges the naive assumption that the 
Federal Government can make these additional double charges for 
taxes and still sell the same amount of power. This assumption defies 
the time-tested principle that electricity, like almost every other com- 
modity, enjoys a sales volume in inverse proportion to the price 
charged. 

But here again the mossback philosophy of the men who primarily 
influenced this re port is rising up in mid-twentieth century to assert 
its validity once again. The very thing that the Government has 
established is denied by this recommendation, that a dynamic power 
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policy, having a dynamic power sales rate, can produce a volume of 
consumption at low prices with profits to those vending the power. 

4. The Commission totally ignores the indirect stimulus to tax in- 
come which Federal power has provided: By influencing utility 
rates down—thus encouraging more usage and greater economic ac- 
tivity—Federal power rates have in a very real sense contributed to 
the increased taxes collected (or, more specifically, to the ability of 
our economy to sustain a greater tax load) in all areas of the coun- 
try and in all segments of the ecenomy. ite . 

‘Let us characterize this proposal for adding unrealistic and unfair 
tax burdens on the Federal ratepayer for what we think it actually 
is. It is a means of jacking the Federal power rate up to the point 
that it is not competitive with commercial utility rates, thus relieving 
these utilities—and depriving the public at large—of a standard to 
measure the reasonableness of utility rates. One has only to review 
the history of the commercial utility industry to conclude that such 
a step would be disastrous for all consumers—no matter what their 
source of service. 

Recommendation 10 calls for the Government to cease building steam 
plants and provide for the “equation” of its power loads by intercon- 
nection with the grids of “neighboring power systems.” Of course, 
“neighboring power systems,” in probably 99 percent of the cases, will 
be commercial utilities. 

But here again the Commission lacks the courage to say what it 
knows is the fact. 

This proposition reveals so transparently the motivations of those 
who favor it as hardly to justify a critical analysis. In effect, the 
Federal Government—criticized so often by these same big business 
interests for operating inefliciently—is to be largely denied the ability 
to conduct its own power business efficiently. 

This recommendation does not state that Government steam plants 
and interconnection systems are to be forbidden if a more economical 
alternative equation with neighboring systems is available. It states 
flatly—and therefore without respect to the cost involved (somehow 
or other we feel that the taxpayer doesn’t come in for fair considera- 
tion here) that the Government must interconnect with the power 
companies. It goes without saying that if the Government patently 
did not have the right to build its own integrating facilities, it would 
be at the mercy of whatever charge for such integration the neighbor- 
ing utilities impose upon it. I hazard the guess that this charge 
would more than likely be just enough—it would be the acquisition 
of all the power, but failing that, it would certainly be enough to 
result in a Federal power rate to preference consumers which could 
not in any sense be competitive with the utilities in that area. 

The net result of this reeommendation—if carried out—would sim- 
ply be that Federal power facilities would become an adjunct of the 
commercial companies. One need not elaborate on what this would 
do to Federal power rates or to the availability of this power to pref- 
erence customers. 

Recommendation 11 calls for commercial utilities— 


to purchase a fair share of Federal power— 
and for— 


no further building of transmission lines * * * where such transmission service 
can be provided by non-Federal agencies. 
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Note, Mr. Chairman, that the Commission, unlike its delinquent 
foster child, the task force, lacked the audacity to propose the outright 
repeal of the preference laws. Instead, by this recommendation and 
others, the Commission would so hamstring the Government that pref- 
erence will be impossible of realization. 

The implication of this recommendation is that the utilities do not 
now purchase a fair share of Federal power. Yet, the figures tell 
a different story, as the following table will reveal: 


Federal power recipients in 1958 

Percent 

of power 

Customers of Federal power: purchased 
Aluminum companies 16. 
Other industry - 8. 
ene NOSIS CORON isin cnt cs wsSaaditms na stn ek cases ceo om lien ea 4, 
Federal agencies ‘ 16. 
Municipalities 26. 
Electric cooperatives 6. 
rT I RI dn a eden uaschaeee 4. 

ee, a en see eee an eeoane 1.4 

OUND: GINNING oti oe a hk 16.1 


The utilities, aluminum companes and other industrial customers 
collectively purchased 41.1 percent of all Federal power sold. The 
municipalities, cooperatives and public utility districts—in other 
words, preference customers—collectively purchased only 37 percent 
of this power. 

Mr. Chairman, there is an ironical relationship between the status 


quo of Federal power sales in this country and the Commission’s 
double-barreled recommendation that utilities be permitted to pur- 
chase a “fair” share of that power and that the Government build no 
transmission lines where they are available from other sources. In 
most cases where the utilities are now buying a fair chunk of the Fed- 
eral power, they are doing so because in no other way could the Gov- 
ernment persuade them to enter into reasonable transmission arrange- 
ments for preference customers. 

In these arrangements, the companies not only get a large portion 
of the available Federal power as a consideration for their participa- 
tion; they are ordinarily paid a compensating “whelling” rate for 
every wilowatt-hour of power they deliver to preference agencies. 

We cite in support of this statement the arrangement now in effect 
for the sale of two-thirds of Kerr project power, generated at Kerr 
Dam just across the North Carolina line in V irginia. There the Vir- 
ginia Electric & Power Co. is buying 60,000 of the 120,000 kilowatts 
allocated to the preference customers in that company’s service area— 
and in addition is being paid a wheeling rate for delivering the remain- 
ing 60,000 kilowatts to those preference customers. Add to this the 
fact that V epco is also paid a wheeling rate for delivering firming 
power on behalf of the Government and it becomes rather difficult to 
believe that the utility is not “getting a fair share” in this arrange- 
ment. 

Let me point this out too: The 60,000 kilowatts of power that the 
Vepco at Kerr Dam has been enabled to purchase outright by virtue 
of this arrangement represents for them from 6 to 10 times the benefits 
in terms of savings from comparable steam generating costs that the 
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cooperatives are being able to realize by purchasing the other 60,000. 
In other words, we had to give them seven times as much of the sav- 
ings represented by the power component in that project in order to 
get them to enter into an arrangement, which they look back toward 
now and use as a basis for saying that the Government should not be 
permitted to build transmission systems where other systems are 
available in the neighborhood. 

I submit that the irony of that proposition is just so much as to 
defy anybody’s sympathy. 

Moreover, the contention that transmission lines should not be built 
when such service “can be provided” by the power companies is 
pretty farfetched. There is a vast distinction between situations 
where such transmission service “can be” provided and those where 
it “will be” provided. 

The Commission said “can be.” The cooperatives in North Carolina 
know well the distinction between “can be” and “will be.” 

Government transmission lines to their systems from Kerr Dam 
were denied by Congress primarily on the assumption that the Carolina 
Power & Light Co. not only “could” but “w rould” ’ provide this service, 
as indeed it ‘promised the Congress when successfully opposing trans- 
mission funds. For 4 long years we have been endeavoring to get 
this company to do just that. Not until early this summer—after an 
aroused public and the support of two United States Senators and other 
public men had made their disdain for this situation known—did we 
receive any indication that the company would wheel this power to us 
in an arrangement promising both economic benefits and long-range 
security. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may I want to say this about this situation: It is 
not my purpose nor my desire today to go into this and rehash it, but 
you can add also as one of the accessory parties in that situation up 
to last June, the United States Department of the Interior. It took a 
report from committees in both Houses of Congress, in addition to 
the things I had mentioned here, in order to get some action on this; 
although the power had been available at the dam for over 2 years 
and the Government had lost, by its own admission, $868,000. 

We are now nearing, I hope, a final agreement with the company 
and the Department w shereby the remaining kilowatts at Kerr project 
will be made available. to preference customers in North Carolina. 

I don’t think it is too optimistic to state, Mr. Chairman, that we hope 
to resolve that difficulty, 1f it is resolvable, within the next 3 to 6 weeks. 
But while we are hopeful about that, we want to point out historically 
the position we were put in, and the fact that the only thing that gave 
us any assistance in this situation this past year was the ‘support of 
our men in the congressional delegation, plus the law, which the Com- 
mission would amend out of existence. 

But we can state now, without any fear that future events will con- 
tradict us, that such an arrangement will inevitably entail the com- 
pany’s purchasing a substantial portion—if not half—of this re- 
maining power for its own use, and that in addition the company will 
be paid a wheeling rate for bringing to our systems the portion they 
get. 

Kill the preference clause, gentlemen, and you destroy completely 
the beneficial effect of an objective rate standard for the American 
public. Kill the preference clause—as this recommendation would 
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do—and you deprive the cooperatives and other nonprofit power dis- 
tributors in America of any alternative, competitive power supply 
whereby they may maintain at least the semblance of a bargaining 
position in the wholesale market. In brief, kill the preference clause 
and you return most of rural America and a considerable portion of 
urban America to that time when they were at the mercy of a com- 
mercial monopoly whose callous concern for the consumer compre- 
hended only his ability to provide huge profits in exchange for poor 
service. 

Recommendation 15 represents the boldest bid for the aggrandize- 
ment of the monopoly utilities contained in all the Commission’s re- 
port. It calls for private enterprise—which I deny are the private 
enterprises in the usual connotation of that term—1. e., the commer- 
cial utilities, to provide the capital for the electrical component of 
multipurpose dams and to “dispose,” i. e., exploit through sales, 
through their own systems the resulting power production. The 
recommendation then stipulates that, if such capite] is not forth- 
coming, the power should be offered for sale, prior to dam construc- 
tion, to the utilities, States, or municipalities and cooperatives—on 
terms that will “protect the Federal interest.” 

In other words, let the utilities grab the power-producing com- 
ponents in multipurpose projects and then make a profit by selling 
the people their own power. Or, that failing, destroy the preference 
clause by making an advance sale to whichever of the named groups— 
companies, municipalities, the States, or cooperatives—can commit 
themselves on long-term contracts. No one doubts that in 9 cases 
out of 10 this would be the companies. It is not even imaginable that 
cooperatives—small and marginal—would be in position to enter into 
such an arrangement. 

Is anyone so naive as to believe that the ultimate result of such a 
policy would not be the total destruction of Federal power rate 
measurement and preference purchases of Federal power? And can 
anyone believe that the utilities would pass on to their own consumers 
the savings realized from obtaining this relatively small amount of 
cheaper power ? 

Here again, the ambition of the companies—and apparently of the 
Commission’s majority also—is to permit a oan consolidation of 
power in what is already a monopolistic industry. Under the banner 
of a term which is actually inimical to the utilities—“private enter- 
prise’—we are asked to forfeit the basic tools whereby we have in 
some degree mitigated the failure during many years of utility 
regulatory commissions to protect the public from monopoly poli- 
cies. We here register our total opposition to such a step. 

In conclusion, we submit to the subcommittee a statement which 
we prepared i in the spring of 1955 in respect to the Hoover Commis- 
sion’s report on Government Lending Agencies. Gentlemen, you 
can no more divorce that report from this report in terms of REA 
than you can take the man out of the face of the moon. 

REA is the target. The two together evince a design which un- 
doubtedly is to render completely ineffective the REA program fost- 
ered by REA during the past 20 years. We submit to you with this 
statement some facts and figures, which we think tend to support not 
only it, but the statements which we have made here today. 

70818—56—pt. 2-—11 
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With your permission I would like to cite some of these facts. 

There is a statement in this report—and I want to refer to it in 
connection with another matter in just a few moments, Mr. Chair- 
man—where the Commission takes the position that utility regula- 
tion having become so effective on the State and National level, we 
no longer need, even if it was conceded it was true, the regulatory 
effect of a competitive Federal power supply. This in many respects 
is also implied with respect to REA; impliedly in this report and 
expressly in the other report, and certainly expressly in both task- 
force reports. : 

On page 7 of the material I am going to give you is a table which 
shows the effect of REA on public utility expansion. I want to cite 
just the first 2 or 3 figures of it, because it tells an incredible story 
and it is a story which, try as you may, can never be erased from the 
history of the development of this program. 

In 1936 in North Carolina the electric utilities had built a total 
of 829 miles of rural lines in all the years of their existence. That 
is the year, vou will recall, when Congress passed the REA Act. 

In 1937, Mr. Chairman, they built 3,080 miles of rural line—nearly 
4 times the number of miles that they had built in all the years before. 
They built almost 2,000 miles the next year—and so it goes, until today. 
North Carolina is somewhat typical of the country, and certainly the 
eastern half of the country in this respect: We are virtually 100 per- 
cent electrified in this State. 

Of that nearly 100 percent electrification, the utilities are serving 
approximately three-fifths of the rural people. The cooperatives are 
only serving approximately one-fifth. But the point that this record 
emphasizes—and it is a point that the American people will make a 
grievous error if they ever forget—is that it was this one-fifth, aided 
by a financial resource that was forthcoming only from the Govern- 
ment, that inspired—and I use that word with quotation marks—the 
utilities to go out and do a job, and make a profit doing it that they 
swore could not be done. 

Are we to be returned to the day when such stimuli as those are to 
be removed from the American scene? 

On page 9 we cite in this testimony some figures to show that the 
utility companies have literally been compelled to make a profit by this 
program. We give you here from 1944 to 1953, inclusive, the per- 
centage of return on average net investment of North Carolina’s 
three major utilities: C. P. & L., VEPCO and Duke. Duke averaged 
over those years 6.48 percent of return, which is considerably above 
the 514 percent, if you please, which is considered to be a pretty good 
return. C. P. & L. had 6.30 percent and VEPCO had 7.98, and 1 
year they had 13.93 percent. These are their figures and not ours. 
We merely summarized them. 

Keep this in mind too, Mr. Chairman. This was during years 
when, because of their rural expansion, the number of their rate payers 
per mile of line was coming down and, consequently, their operating 
costs with respect to rate payers was going up. Yet their rates are 
either better today or certainly not worse than they were 15 years ago. 
That is an incredible fact when you consider the inflationary trend 
that the economy in general has gone through. 

I pose this question: Why did these things come about, Mr. Chair- 
man? Is history to be eradicated by some fantastic report that con- 
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tains the theories that were made obsolete 20 years ago by the very 
programs the report presumes to inundate? That is the question 
which the Congress of the United States must answer in dealing with 
the Hoover Commission report. In conclusion, we want to refer the 
committee to some specific material in volume 1 of the Commission’s 
report which, in my opinion, more effectively, more dramatically, 
more disgustingly than in any other way, shows the true character of 
what was involved in this report, what motivated it, and what its 
ultimate ambition was. 

I refer you to page 20 in volume 1 of the reports. Here again, Mr. 
Chairman, the Commission reviews some task force findings. They 
are talking about some of the general facts which they have found in 
order to support recommendations which follow. 

(c) That Federal power development might also be deemed necessary if 
privately owned electric utilities could not be regulated effectively in the public 
interest. The regulation of electric utilities—as to rates, service, security issues, 
holding companies, and other matters— 

And that covers a large territory 
by both State and Federal Governments has become effective. 


The keywords in that paragraph are “has become.” The Commis- 
sion could not bring it upon itself to state that utility regulation had 
always been successful in this country. And we labor, as we did a 
while ago, this question, Mr. Chairman. What tremendous advance- 
ment has taken place in the last 20 years in this country that all of 
a sudden enabled the utility regulatory commissions, or commis- 
sioners—and there were some years ago—to do an effective job on 
utility regulation that they had not been doing before? What was 
the caliber of them? Who sat upon them? I pose this query be- 
cause I think it is germane to the essential philosophy involved in 
this report. But, Mr. Chairm: in, that part of the report which gives 
itself away more ‘than any other way follows in the next paragraph: 





(d) That, finally, Federal power development might be deemed necessary, 
if non-Federal sources could not supply whatever power was required for the 
current and prospective defense activities of the Federal Government. 

The keywords there, Mr. Chairman, are the words “might” and 
“could.” This Commission could not bring itself to use the words, 
“would be necessary.” 

In a nation which has endorsed the principle that it can compel 
its men to take up arms and go out on the field of battle and die, this 
Commission has the gall to tell the American people that if we could 
not get our power any other way from the power companies that. it 
might be all right for the Federal Government to produce it. The 
implication of that statement goes far beyond this report. It in- 
volves an entrenched economic philosophy that is so sadly and noto- 
riously imbedded in laissez faire proponents inthis country that it 
needs no description to identify it to the American people. It is 
being expressed today by the very same people who resisted the liberal 
policies which made it possible for this Government to come to the 
point it has. It is that type of philosophy, Mr. Chairman, which says 
this: We would rather have no Government at all if we could get 
away with it, but if we have to have it we will, in the last analysis, 
concede that if it becomes a matter of sheer physical survival of 
the Nation itself we would concede it the right to generate electricity. 
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The irony of that statement more than any other thing contained 
in this report, in my opinion, is the key to the thinking of the men 
who produced it. , 

Then they go forward and make this statement: “There is noth- 
ing to indicate any necessity of this sort.” 

Yet I refer you to the fact, Mr. Chairman, and it is one you called 
to my attention earlier this afternoon, that since World War II, 
and more specifically since the Korean war, the American Govern- 
ment contributed millions and millions and what will ultimately 
amount to billions of dollars in tax subsidies to the power companies 
of this country. There is hardly a utility in the country which has 
not availed itself of the opportunity to get a tax-amortization cer- 
tificate. Certainly the utilities in this State have. 

Yet, we are called upon in this report to consider them the group 
which has been prejudiced; to consider them the group which has 
been discriminated against—and the American people are suffering 
because of it. 

Finally we want to say this to you: Several decades ago the word 
“monopoly” had a most unpleasant connotation for the people of 
America. Let me put it more bluntly. It was almost—not quite but 
almost a dirty word, Mr. Chairman. 

The multimillions of dollars expended by the power companies to 
obscure this intrinsic factor in their makeup may have had the tem- 
porary effect of lulling our people into complacency and indifference 
concerning what will always be a basic threat to both their economic 
welfare and their democratic institutions. 

But the farmers of America, Mr. Chairman, among others remem- 
ber and will not soon forget—and I do not believe they will ever for- 
get, no matter how many millions of dollars of their own money the 
power companies spend to mitigate that fact—the harsh penalties 
exacted of them by these monopolists. They reject completely the 
effort of those who today would reimpose upon this Nation the re- 
gressive economic philosophy expounded by the utilities. 

They do not, to be sure, condemn commercial utilities. I want to 
make that point very clear today. We regard them, on the contrary, 
as one legitimate institutional approach to providing a basic service. 
But we protest most vigorously the efforts of that particular institu- 
tion to regain a total monopoly on this service, and we will resist 
just as fervently the efforts of any institution to so gain a total 
monopoly, be it the Federal Government, or the State of North 
Carolina, or any other interest. As Mr. Price said earlier this after- 
noon, there is no substitute for competition, and we believe in that 
principle 100 percent. 

The genesis of giant monopoly in America traces, historically to 
North Carolina so far as the electric-power industry is concerned. 
We cite to you the case of North Carolina Public Service Company v. 
Southern Power Company (179 N. C. 18, 101 S. E. 593, 12 ALR 304) 
as the basis for this statement. 

We hope you read this case, Mr. Chairman, because we know you 
are a lawyer, and Mr. Lipscomb, I believe you have an accounting 
background. I think you will find this case most interesting. 

In that case what is now the Duke Power Co. was severely re- 
buked by our Supreme Court for its greedy monopolistic designs. 
It became a notorious case because it became an example case. I am 
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not criticising the operations of Duke Power Co. today. I want to 
point that out. But we do not want to return to this type of thing. 

Mr. Chairman, many developments have taken place in the eco- 
nomic, social, and political life of North Carolina since this famous 
case was tried. It has been over 30 years ago. There are many who 
do not know and perhaps do not even care that this case was ever 
tried, much less that the people won a great victory as a result of its 
final decision. But there are, as our testimony surely must reveal, 
enough of our people today, who do recall this and like conditions, 
to resist with all of the legitimate means at their command the efforts 
of those who would return us to them. 

We solicit the aid of this subcommittee in that fight, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Crisp. Any questions, Mr. 
Lipscomb ? 

Mr. Lrescoms. Mr. Crisp, I appreciate hearing the testimony that 
you gave. I think it is one of the functions of this subcommittee to 
hear both sides completely and, from your standpoint, factually, on 
any facts that should be brought out in regard to the Hoover Com- 
mission. However, I believe in my mind that the Hoover Commis- 
sion—the regular Commission and not the task force—had a tre- 
mendous job to do; and I feel in my mind that they approached their 
task in the best fashion and as conscientiously as they could, as indi- 
vidual members. I do not like to see an effective testimony such as 
yours colored by an indictment against the Hoover Commission as 
such. 

Mr. Crisp. I do not indict the Commission as such, Mr. Lipscomb. 
1 do indict the prejudicial character of the task force. I think if you 
will read my testimony you will see that. 

Mr. Liescoms. Again I point out that I do not believe that the 
Hoover Commission embraced the task-force reports. 

Mr. Crisp. That is a matter of interpretation. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Each individual member had the opportunity to 
submit his dissent. Chet Holifield submitted the most lengthy or the 
largest dissent, with the most items in it. Herbert Brownell, Jr., sub- 
mitted his dissent, and James A. Farley and Arthur Flemming. 

Mr. Crisp. That is true. 

Mr. Lirscoms. And this subcommittee has those available to them. 
Styles Bridges and John McClellan did not choose to dissent. But Mr. 
Mitchell, Mr. Hollister, Mr. Hoover himself, I feel, and all of these 
men, have done a tremendous job. 

Mr. Crisp. In case I have implied differently, Mr. Lipscomb, I will 
correct the record right now. I do not question the integrity or the 
conscientiousness of any member of this Commission, nor in fact any 
member of the task force. I do question very, very considerably the 
wisdom of the Chairman of this Commission in taking the unilateral. 
and in some respects the arbitrary, action of appointing this task 
force in the first place, and in appointing the particular men to it 
which he did in the second place. But I do not indict either the 
conscientiousness or the integrity or the abilities of any of the men 
in either of these two. 

I want to make that very clear. 

Mr. Liescoms. As for groups that advocate the adoption of the 
Hoover Commission reports, or groups which advocate their not being 
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adopted, I think each group, whether it be the Citizens Committee 
for the Hoover Reports, or your organization, should have the right 
to put their ideas forward to the public. 

Mr. Crisp. I agree with that 100 percent. 

Mr. Liescoms. And it is up to this subcommmittee to decide and 
draw the line as to where the middle ground is, and as to what the 
committee should recommend the Congress do with respect to this 
report. 

Mr. Crisp. I agree with that 100 percent. 

Mr. Lirescoms. Therefore, I am not interested, as one member of 
the subcommittee in going into some of these things you have brought 
up either with regard to the Hoover Commission or the task force. 

Mr. Crisp. Would you be more specific, sir. I would hike to know 
exactly what. 

; Mr. Lipscoms. You mentioned the Citizens Committee for the 
Hoover Report. 

Mr. Crisp. I merely pose that question. 

Mr. pene You wanted to know where the money came from. 

Mr. Crisp. I am interested in that answer to that question only be- 
cause of the other question I put. That is, Why was this report 
divided? That, gentlemen, is a very unique question, it seems to me. 
Why was this report divided ? 

Mr. Lirscoms. To me it did not—— 

Mr. Crisp. You do not see the Supreme Court of North Carolina’s 
reports gotten out with a separate digest of its dissenting opinions on 
the cases. This is not characteristic of commission reporting. I have 
read them before. 

Mr. Lirscoms. To me it did not mean a thing. It is printed on the 
front of the volume that this report is printed in two volumes. Any 
person who reads it can see it on the face of the report. House Docu- 
ment 208 has the dissents and report all in one volume. 

Mr. Crisp. I do not doubt it is in the House document. I would 
like to make this clear with respect to the character and an investiga- 
tion of the background of the individuals making up the task force. 
Mr. Chairman, you and I are lawyers, and certainly Mr. Lipscomb 
you have been in Congress and perh: ups in a es al setting enough 
to know the validity of this: That it is very important—many, many 
times it is very important to show the motivation and the bias of the 
men who are giving testimony. 

These men, Mr. ‘Lipscomb, are giving testimony to the American 
people. They are doing it directly and “prolific ally in these three re- 
ports, and are doing it indirec tly and with the clothing of a somewhat 
more dignified body in these reports. It seems to me it is incumbent 
on the American people and, therefore, upon this committee in aiding 
the people, to determine what basis, if any, there is for our charge. 

We are not alone in making that charge that there was bias and 
there was prejudice in the background of the appointments to this 
particular task force; because, if you can see in this fact that that 
prejudice and bias exists in the background of the formation of these 
recommendations, it is certainly a germane fact to the consideration 
of the recommendations themselves, just as a jury is entitled to know 
these things when it is considering the validity and objectivity of the 
witnesses who testified before it. 
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Mr. Lirscoms. You do not want the same charge to creep into your 
testimony either. 
Mr. Crisp. No, sir; but here is the difference, Mr. Chairman and 


Mr. Lipscomb. I am not here today representing, much less having 


been appointed by a Government commission. I have stated the quali- 
fications of my statement. You know whom I represent; and I am 
here as a volunteer. I am not clothed with any public dignity or with 
any commission’s dignity ; but these men, gentlemen, are. 

That is the difference. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any further questions? Thank you very 
much, Mr. Crisp. Our next witness is Mrs. Semans. Has she come 
in. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Mayor George Dell. 

Mr. Ranxrn. Mayor Dell is ill and will not be here. 

Mr. Jonxs. Without objection Mr. Crisp’s prepared statement on 
legislative policies concerning the rural electrification program will 
be made a part of the record. 

(The document is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF LEGISLATIVE POLICIES CONCERNING THE RURAL 
ELECTRIFICATION PROGRAM 


Presented to the North Carolina Congressional Delegation by Tarheel Wlectric 
Membership Association 


To the North Carolina Congressional Delegation: 


On the pages following we submit specific recommendations having to do with 
the rural electrification program. By no means, however, do these recommen- 
dations cover all legislative matters in which we are interested. (All our mem- 
ber systems are also members of—and subscribe unreservedly to the legislative 
policies and recommendations of—the National Rural Electric Cooperative As- 
sociation. We commend NRECA’s legislative program, as outlined each year 
to the Congress, and urge the North Carolina congressional delegation to sup- 
port it. We particularly commend NRECA’s public power policy position and 
have incorporated it in the final pages of this statement as exhibit I for your 
future reference. ) 

In the following legislative policy statement, we present certain facts and 
figures which we hope will be of information and use to our delegation in “ag? 
sidering and acting upon the legislative matters herein discussed. We shall, 
we are able, be happy to provide the delegation with any additional sivomanten 
which they might from time to time desire. 


TARHEEL ELEcTRIC MEMBERSHIP ASSOCIATION. 


HoovER COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS ON REA 


Should a great national program, such as REA, be penalized—even killed—sim- 
ply because it has succeeded? That, in effect, is what a majority of the (Hoover) 
Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government has 
proposed—as it all but confesses in the very words of the report which it sub- 
mitted to the Congress on March 4, 1954. 

This was not unexpected on our part. Upon learning the names of those whom 
former president Herbert Hoover appointed to the Commission’s task force 
on water resources and power, we had good reason to suspect that this group was 
unanimously opposed to both the rural electric cooperative and the public power 
programs. These suspicions were confirmed when, on June 1 and 2, 1954, we 
appeared before that task force at a public hearing in Chattanooga, Tenn. There, 
we received treatment which was so obviously prejudiced against our program 
and in favor of the commercial utilities that even the out-of-State press reporters 
protested. 

We entertained the same apprehensions upon learning the names of those 
whom Mr. Hoover appointed to serve on the Commission's task force on Govern- 
ment lending agencies. Not one man appointed to this group was known to be 
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sympathetic with rural electrification; nearly all of them were, on the contrary, 
known to sympathize with big business, including the commercial utility indus- 
try. Again, our apprehensions were confirmed, when this task force, despite our 
most earnest pleas, adamantly refused to hold public hearings of any kind. 

Finally, the fact that the recommendations on REA were prepared under the 
direction of Commission staff member Theodore Herz only augmented our con- 
cern: Mr. Herz is an employee of Price, Waterhouse & Co., the Wall Street 
accounting firm which not only audits the books of many commercial utilities, 
but in fact is retained by the National Association of Electric Companies, the 
utilities’ Washington lobbying organization. 

It is understandable, then, that we now question both the motivations and 
the purposes of those who have been largely responsible for “finding the facts” 
and formulating the recommendations contained in the final Commission report. 
And we here register this brief background of the report for the sole purpose of 
showing our congressional delegation that there has been neither fair considera- 
tion nor fair play in the proceedings conducted by those responsible for it. This 
fact, in itself, suggests that—just as would a jury in considering the testimony 
of an obviously prejudiced witness—the Congress should ponder long and care- 
fully before taking any positive action proposed by these recommendations. 


“Facts” and facts 

The recommendations of the Hoover Commission purport to be based on a pre- 
liminary finding of facts about the rural electrification program. We here briefly 
list and correct some of those “facts” : 

“Fact’: “Interest payable by the cooperatives and other borrowers to the 
Rural Electrification Administration is also a flat 2 percent rate and is not pay- 
able during the first 5 years ;” 

Fact: Interest payable by the cooperatives is a flat 2 percent rate and, 
though deferred for the first 5 years, is payable. 

“Fact”: “Administrative expenses of $7,284,000 plus interest on funds borrowed 
from the Treasury resulted in a net loss of $5,580,000 for fiscal year 1954.” 

Fact: REA’s administrative expenses were never contemplated as a factor in 
ascertaining the operational stability of the agency’s loan program. Moreover, 
even if they were, no analysis of income and expenses in any one year could 
reflect whether REA was operating at a loss or gain: The staggered interest pay- 
ment cycles, plus the fact that there is no relationship whatever between the 
administrative funds expended and interest income received in the same year, 
make it ridiculous to attempt such an operating analysis. 

“Fact”: “The financial plans developed for the borrowers of the Rural Elec- 
trification Administration assumed that the physical plant once financed would 
require little if any further change and that earnings would be used to meet 
debt service charges * * * The financial setup of the cooperatives does not make 
adequate provision for such rates for power * * * to enable them adequately to 
build up reserves, and provide for extensions or replacement.” 

Fact: Both the congressional debates on the original Rural Electrification Act 
of 1936 and subsequent Federal court decisions (not to mention plain common- 
sense) prove beyond any question that there was never any plan or belief that 
initially constructed physical plants would “require little if any further change.” 
The earnings of the cooperatives have met debt service charges, as their records 
will show. Moreover, the cooperatives as a whole are gradually building reserves 
which, year by year, are converting the debt capital provided by REA into equity 
capital provided by their members. 

“Fact”: “The charging of interest at 2 percent per annum * * * is about 1 
percentage point less than the interest which the Treasury must pay on long- 
term issues to provide the money.” 

Fact: Without respect to the present interest rate (which, as always, is deter- 
mined by Federal Government fiscal policy), Treasury records during the first 
20 years of the rural electrification program prove that the average interest rate 
paid by the Government on long-term indebtedness averaged about 2 percent. 
Sometimes it was less than 2 percent. Congress’ once attempted to set our in- 
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terest rate so that it would follow up or down the fluctuations of the “private” 
money market. This proved highly unsatisfactory and without merit; it was 
therefore abandoned. 

“Fact”: “The Government has subsidized * * * members of the cooperative 
associations * * * in granting exemption from all Federal taxes (in some 
States these bodies are exempt from all or some local taxes).” 

Fact: Electric cooperatives are nonprotit organizations (Federal law, as well 
as the laws of most States, requires this). Certainly, therefore, there is no 
“subsidy” with respect to income taxes. These cooperatives pay Federal excise 
and social-security taxes. In North Carolina our systems pay precisely the same 
State taxes that municipalities do (we, like they, are rendering services to 
our people ; to tax us and exempt them would be to penalize our members on the 
basis of their rural residence alone). 

“Fact”: It has been estimated that the growth of usage of electricity will cause 
a doubling of the investment of the electric industry in the next 12 years. If 
this same growth occurs in the electric cooperatives, the loans required from the 
Rural Electrification Administration under the present method of financing will 
also duoble without considering further territorial extensions.” 

Fact: Discounting the effects of inflation, the mere fact that our cooperatives 
are gradually building reserves which convert debt to equity capital proves that 
we shall also gradually (and probably proportionately) reduce the gross amount 
of our loans from REA in the years ahead. It is quite probable, however, that 
our increasing usage of power will enable new combinations of our systems to 
better their wholesale power status by forming new generation and transmission 
cooperatives, in which case additional amounts of debt capital will be required. 
But these new “g & t” cooperatives, like those which for several years have been 
in operation, will themselves, through rates charged member systems, begin 
converting debt capital into equity capital. 

This is a dynamic industry. Any analysis of loan demands on REA must 
therefore comprehend the relative factors involved over any given period of 
vears. 


‘acts the Commission appurently did nut consider 

Because of the Hoover Commission report, the Congress of the United States 
will undoubtedly, if only perfunctorily, devote some time and thought to a re- 
appraisal of the rural electrification program. We invite this reappraisal: we 
think any program should be reappraised from time to time; indeed, based on 
our own reappraisal, we have, elsewhere in this statement of legislative policy, 
specifically requested a basic change in the Rural Electrification Act of 1936 
(the deletion of the loan allotment formula). 

But we submit that the reappraisal of this program can be neither realistic 
nor fair unless it is based on all the facts involved. We here cite some of the 
facts which the Commission’s report omitted: we suggest that these may very 
well be far more important than those which the report included: 

1. The electric utility industry is, intrinsically and admittedly, a monopolistic 
industry. Utility regulatory commissions alone never have been and never will 
be able to impel these utilities to pursue policies that assure prompt, continu- 
ous, abundant, and reasonably priced electric service to all segments of the 
public. 

2. The rural electrification program is one of the most vital and effective 
competitive stimuli ever brought to bear upon the operations of these utilities. 
Although the history of this program in North Carolina is perhaps not pre- 
cisely representative of the Nation as a whole, some of its salient effects will 
certainly corroborate the foregoing statements: 

(a) In all the years prior to 1936, the year REA was enacted into law, the 
electric utilities in North Carolina had constructed only 829 miles of line to 
serve rural people. During the following year, these same utilities built 3,080 
miles of rural line. By 1940 they had built some 13,000 new miles of rural line. 
A comparison of the rates at which the utilities and the electric cooperatives, 
respectively, expanded into the rural areas shows dramatically the impact of 
this program. We submit this comparison in the form of exhibit A on the fol- 
lowing page. 


70818—56—pt. 
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Exuisit A.—Comparison of the rate of rural line expansion of North Carolina’s 
commercial utilities and electric membership corporations, 1936-53 * 


i | 


4 | Number of new : 
a oe centage of 1953 | ais 1 ling | centage of 1953 
| miles of rural line | ¢o¢aj miles of rural | miles —— line | ¢otal miles of rural 


line constructed 


I | | 
Number of new Accumulated per- } IN : | Accumulated per- 
| built | 


Years 
| Wb oe att la 
Co-ops | Utilities | Co-ops} Utilities || Co-ops | Utilities | Co-ops | Utilities 


| line constructed 
| 
| 
oe 


1936___- J 2 929 0 2.48 || 1946. sonh ee 1,121 | 35.44 53. 12 
1937 3,080 | .46 11. 68 || 1947 2,704 | 43.42 51. 20 
1938 521| 1,908] 1.85 17.37 || 1948 os 4, 183 59. 21 3.70 
1939__ ..-| 1,045 1,734 | 4.63 | 22.55 || 1949 | 5,7 2,488 | 74.37 13 
1940 , 42 6,259 | 16.39 41.25 || 1950 1,897 | 87.53 | 36. 80 
1941 , 267 | 1,500 | 27.74 45.73 || 1951_..- 1,848 | 92. 

oo as 21! 76| 28.31 | 45.96 || 1952______- 1,506 | 96.8 

1943 : f 76 28. 88 46. If 1953 3. 1, 068 | 100. 

1944 226 29. 48 | 46. 42 i a beanie 

S.02:-...| 200 , 12: 32.19 49. Total__.| 37, 58: 33, 477 





1 This analysis was made from figures on file with the North Carolina Rural Electrification Authority. 
2? These 829 miles were all the utilities had built in all the years prior to 1936. 
3 As of July 1953; al! other figures computed as of July of years shown. 


(b) In 1936 only about 10,000 of our farm families—less than 4 percent of 
the total in North Carolina—had been served by the electric utiilties. Today 
with North Carolina approximately 97 percent rural electrified, these same 
utilities are serving over 310,000 rural customers, whereas the cooperatives are 
serving only about 170,000. Yet, these utilities average 9 rural customers for 
every mile of their rural lines, while the cooperatives average only 4.4. In other 
words, though the utilities have rushed out and served only the more thickly 
settled rural communities—leaving the hard and expensive job of serving the few 
and far between to the cooperatives, it is nevertheless true that the utilities’ 
frenzied expansion program was never undertaken until after the coperatives 
began organizing. 

(c) Prior to the inception of the rural electrification program, the harsh re- 
quirements of the utilities for extending service off their main lines were so 
prohibitive that rural people simply could not afford to meet them. While such 
discriminatory policies are still today pursued by these utilities, the advent of 
the cooperatives and the principle of area coverage which they have pioneered 
has caused the utilities to considerably liberalize these requirements. 

(ad) Utility rate discrimination against rural customers has now all but ceased. 
Except for differences in minimum bill requirements, each of North Carolina’s 
four major utilities now has a uniform rate for both urban and rural customers. 
This uniformity was not adopted, however, until after the cooperatives had ef- 
fectuated the policy that all consumers, no matter where they live in relation 
to the existing system, are entitled to extension of service without being com- 
pelled to pay either a discriminatory charge for connection or a discriminatory 
rate for continuing service. 

(e) Utility Slecitie service rates as a whole have either been somewhat re- 
duced or have not risen during the past 20 years, and the last 15 of which not 
only have been inflationary but have required higher tax payments. This has 
been true notwithstanding the fact that one result of their rural expansion has 
been a moderate reduction in the number of their ratepayers in proportion to 
both their system investments and operating costs. Moreover, the earnings of 
these companies have consistently been high, as shown by exhibit B on the fol- 
lowing page. In this respect, it is significant that during the same 20 years, 
North Carolina has experienced a vigorous cooperative rural electrification 
program, 

We pose this question: Had the Hoover Commission considered the foregoing 
facts and evaluated them in terms of the dollars-and-cents analyses with which 
they are obviously so concerned, could they have been so bold as to come forth 
with recommendations, the effect of which would seriously impair, if not de- 
stroy, the rural electrification program? 


Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total | 
Total 


1Th 


As 
there 
woul 


dized 
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Exnipit B.—Percentage return on average net investment of 3 of North 
Carolina’s major commercial electric companies, 1944-53 * 


| | 


| | , ml 
Duke | C. P. & L. | Vepco || Year | Duke | C. P. & L.| Vepco 





5. 58 5.40 | 10.70 | a . 49 54] 6.73 
5.78 | 5.47 13.93 || 1951 3 Jae! 5. 70 5.97 | 6.22 
11 | . 33 8. 4 1952 . 82 3. 11 | 5. 94 
.10 | . 66 8. 0% 1953 5. § 5. 86 | 5. 90 


28 >. 67 6. 5: an Se eee 
.03 | ». 95 6. 10-year average___| . 4 5. 30 7.91 


1 As shown by reports filed with the North Carolina Utilities Commission. 


Why the Commission’s recommendations should be rejected 


The Hoover Commission has recommended that REA be converted into a Rural 
Electrification Corporation, which would be operated by a board of directors and 
through which our cooperatives would be compelled to secure additional financing 
from the private money market. If these recommendations are enacted into law, 
the overall control and direction of our financing will be wrested from the Con- 
gress, and therefore from the people themselves, and the interest rate on addi- 
tional amounts of debt capital required by our cooperatives will be increased to 
at least 4, if not 4144 percent, present money market conditions prevailing. 

As to the loss of control over the program by Congress, we say simply this: For 
20 years the mortgagee of our systems has been a friendly and sympathetic one— 
the United States Government. The nature of our program and the interests 
with which it much contend make it profoundly unwise for the mortgages on our 
systems to be transferred now into the hands of the insurance companies and 
investment trusts (and thereby indirectly into the hands of the commercial 
utilities themselves). 

We have honored our obligations to our present mortgagee. We believe the 
record of our principal and interest payments is suflic ient argument in support 
of our right to continue to look to that mortgagee in the future to furnish such 
additional amounts of debt capital as our needs require. We cite that repayment 
record, both in North Carolina and the Nation as a whole. in exhibit C, following: 


ExHIBIT C.—REA loan and repayment record for electric borrowers from 
inception of program to Jan. 1, 1955 


a a 7 | 
32 electric 

ae eae borrowers in 
North 
| 


Carolina | United States 





Total advances on Ioans___ ep aiaieie 4 ‘ | $78, 565, 396 $2, 524, 105, 716 
Total principal payments due_-___.__..___---- bh ; 12, 252, 505 | 297, 590, 781 
Total principal payments made. .__- : 14, 785, 516 376, 238, 237 
Total advance principal payments made f al 2, 533, 011 | 78, 647, 456 
Total interest payments due and made , : 5, 671, 884 192, 599, 755 
Total all principal and interest payments... . : 20, 457, 400 568, 837, 992 
Total delinqu2nt (30 days or over) _- ; icles ; None | 1 307, 340 


1 This represents only 2 of 1 percent of all payments due and payable. 


As to the effect of doubling our present interest rate on borrowed capital, 
there can be no doubt that the financial condition of many of our systems 
would be adversely affected and that our program as a whole would be jeopar- 
dized. 
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Already our consumers are paying, on the average, more for electric service 
than are the customers of the electric utilities in North Carolina. A compari- 
son of the average differences in these electric rates is shown in exhibit D 
following: 


Exuisit D.—Weighted average rate paid by North Carolina’s EMO consumers 
compared with weighted average rate paid by North Carolina’s 4 major com- 
mercial companies’ customers in 5 kilowatt-hour brackets * 


| Dollars paid | Dollars paid | Dollars Percent 
by EMC | bycommer-| EMC rate | EMC rate 
consumer | cial company ; exceeds com- | exceeds com- 
members customers pany rate pany rate 


Number of kilowatt hours purchased 


$3. 43 | $1. 39 
5.90 | 4. 64 | 1. 26 
6, 45 5.13 1, 32 | 
7.00 | 5. 63 | 1, 37 | 
8.18 7.46 72 | 
1 These averages were computed as follows: The total consumer members of each of North Carolina’s 
32 EMC’s, as of Jan. 1, 1954, were multiplied by their particular EMC’s rate for each kilowatt-hour bracket 
shown; the sum of all these products was then divided by the total of all EMC members in the State to 
determine the average rate paid by the average EMC consumer in each bracket. The same procedure 
was followed with respect to the rural customers of North Carolina’s 4 major utilities: Duke Power Co. 
Carolina Power & Light Co., Virginia Electric & Power Co., and Nantahala Power & Light Co. 


Of course, since the power companies seldom if ever actually retire their 
bonded indebtedness (but simply refund it), the rate charged to their customers 
includes only the interest which these companies pay on borrowed capital. In 
the rates charged to our consumers, however, are included not only the interest 
they must pay on the money they have borrowed, but the principal payments to 
retire that borrowed capital as well. 

But what will happen if our cooperatives are compelled to pay double or more 
their present interest rate on borrowed funds? We believe the answer to this 
question is substantially indicated by an analysis of what would have happened 
to our systems in North Carolina had they been forced to pay such an interest rate 
in the past. Exhibit E, which follows, shows that from 1946 through 1952, in- 
clusive, such an interest rate would have been solely responsible for causing an 
average of 25 percent of our systems, serving an average of 25 percent of all 
our consumers, to operate “in the red’: 


Exurisit E.—Analysis of the effect of a 4 percent interest rate on the operating 
margins of North Carolina’s 32 electric membership corporations from 1946 to 
1952, inclusive 


| | 
Number of 
EMC’swhich, Percent of 
would have the total 
operated in | EMC con- 
red due sumers in 
solely toa | the State 
4percent | affected 
interest rate 


Year 4-percent interest rate applied to operating statement for analysis 


18 | 
6 | 


AVEO. 6 dctnnes 


NoOTE,—1946 was taken as the beginning period because that was the year the present 2-percent interest 
rate went into effect. Figures covering 1953 and 1954 were not available when the analysis was made, 


The foregoing analysis by no means reveals all the detrimental effects which 
such a doubled interest rate would have had on our operations. Many of our 
systems during these year, though they may have operated in the black, would 
have realized such reduced margins that their principal payments to REA 
would have been wholly or substantially drawn from their depreciation reserves 
rather than their equity capital reserves. 


willi 
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In brief, our people already are paying rates which, on the average, are 
higher than those charged to commercial utility customers in North Carolina. 
The imposition of a doubled interest rate would require that many of our 
systems operate in the red, tap depreciation reserves in order to retire their 
indebtedness to REA, raise their rates, or any combination of these. 

Their financial status, which up to now has been substantially stable, would 
be made precarious. Moreover, the security for their loans would be impaired 
and thus also their ability to procure further loans. The ultimate effect would 
be to render them vulnerable to utility company absorption which, in addition 
to depriving our members of the equities they have built up in their systems, 
would tend to return rural America to the vested control of an unchallenged 
utility monopoly. 

We find it difficult to believe that the Congress of the United States, after 
having given birth to, and overseeing 20 years of healthy growth of, the rural- 
electrification program, would now be willing to yield that program to the 
same big-business interests which not only refused to undertake it in the first 
place, but which have in many ways endeavored to frustrate its success from 
the very beginning. 

We, therefore, most earnestly urge our congressional delegation to employ 
every means at their command to the end that the Hoover Commission’s reec- 
ommendations on REA are overwhelmingly repudiated by the Congress. 


ILECTRIC COOPERATIVES AND THE JOHN H. KERR PROJECT 


In the Flood Control Act of 1944, electric cooperatives are classified as 
preference customers of electric energy generated and sold by the Federal 
Government. The act also makes it the responsibility of the Secretary of 
the Interior to make arrangements for delivering the power from the gen- 
erating site to the cooperatives’ systems. 

Four years ago Oscar Chapman, the then Secretary of the Interior, pro- 
posed to Congress that a transmission system be built to bring power gen- 
erated at the John H. Kerr project in Virginia to the load centers of those 
North Carolina preference customers which’ were located within economic 
transmission distance. L. V. Sutton, president of Carolina Power & Light 
Co., appearing before a Senate Appropriations Subcommittee in opposition 
to that proposal, stated his company had already agreed it would wheel 
power from this project to the cooperatives located in its service area if 
they so desired. (For a verbatim account of Mr. Sutton’s testimony, we 
refer the congressional delegation to the record of the hearings before a 
subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate, 
82d Congress, 2d session, on H. R. 7176.) 

The proposed transmission line was never authorized by Congress. Nor 
has the Carolina Power & Light Co. complied with its agreement. Yet, in 
1952, 12 cooperatives in Virginia, and in 1958. 5 cooperatives in North Caro- 
lina, began receiving the 120,000 kilowatts designated for sale over the trans- 
mission facilities owned by Virginia Electric & Power Co. Under this ar- 
rangement, the cooperatives purchased title to the power directly from the 
Government: Vepco wheels the power to the cooperatives on behalf of the 
Government; the cooperatives pay the Government for the power; the Gov- 
ernment pays Vepco for its wheeling services; and Vepco is committed by 
contract to furnish the cooperatives any power needed by them up and above 
what is sold to them by the Government. 

Seginning even before power became available at the project, 14 other 
cooperatives located in Carolina Power and Light’s service area have en- 
deavored to secure a similar arrangement whereby they may purchase the 
remaining 60,000 kilowatts which the Government has reserved for them in 
this proiect. Through negotiations between them, the Department of the In- 
terior and Carolina Power and Light finally began last fall, no satisfactory 
agreement has been achieved. 

The cooperatives have consistently insisted on two principles which are 
necessary if the preference law is to be upheld: First, that they receive title 
to the power, clear and unencumbered, directly from the Government. And 
second, that they receive a fair share of the economic benefits accruing from the 
project. 

To date the company has been unwilling to accept the first principle. But, 
though the 14 cooperatives are convinced the Vepeo-type arrangement leaves 
much lacking with respect to the second principle, they have signified their 
willingness to accept such an arrangement as a compromise. (Under that 
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arrangement, the wheeling utility would receive far greater economic bene- 
fits than would the preference customers themselves. ) 

Virginia Electric & Power Co. refused to wheel power to the preference 
customers in its service area until after Congress appropriated money with 
which to build a transmission line for that purpose. 

We urge the North Carolina congressional delegation to initiate and fight 
for such a transmission line into North Carolina. We are convinced that, 
as was the case in Virginia, the mere appropriation itself would so strengthen 
the bargaining position of our systems that a satisfactory solution to this 
problem would be found without delay. 

Exhibit F on the following page will indicate clearly why we are desirous 
of purchasing this Government power. 


Exuisir F.—Electric cooperative purchases of power from the John H. Kerr 
project under the Sepa-Vepco wheeling arrangment to Mar. 1, 1955 
































rs Average | 
Kilowatt- = | 
hours Total cost crete ne | Savings ? 
purchased are os 
| in mills 

Virginia cooperatives: ! | 
NINE. se np auuintaalaban ane bbnicgillen 62, 154, 522 $435, 849 7.01 $32, 166 
Se een! Oe acedk deemed 74, 449, 925 517, 978 6. 96 | 40, 397 
Pet I a cn cnuaesrancnnweniios 23, 383, 518 161, 691 6. 91 19, 401 
Shenandoah Valley... .......22..2.22...-450.. 64, 196, 677 417, 112 | 6. 50 64, 363 
RS bie lca ccbied waptiddndicne smile 68, 360, 460 449, 859 6. 58 62, 848 
I on 55s cecinnch pancundeasuedocea 10, 204, 740 70, 597 | 6. 92 7, 203 
SNE go nnnimentibcibensa camusa center 19, 595, 098 136, 274 6. 95 13, 905 
CIS. on onc cbeacasactoccu es 8, 235, 298 59, 309 7. 20 16, 478 
No a ke oes 22, 737, 951 157, 140 6. 91 13, 395 
Te 19, 806, 611 133, 140 6. 72 16, 362 
RN oe a ina aliens oieimmihecale 34, 035, 646 232, 830 6. 84 | 22, 437 
eRe SOI os 5h dd. 10, 852, 260 73, 348 | 6. 76 | 8, 043 
annette rg eaten i reeepenseaneetamemmnmamaentaa a 
Total.....------------------00----r-teoe---|_ 418,012, 706 | __ 2, 845,125 6.81 | 316, 998 
| ee | — =} — — = — —— 

North Carolina Cooperatives: * g | | 
REIGNING CROTON on 6 eines en cienccada 8, 775, 556 62, 785 7.15 | 3, 032 
Edgecombe- Martin County (Tar boro) ie Be : 13, 306, 151 90, 999 6. 84 | 8, 797 
Halifax (Enfield) _- Pia cvecc dai igighelntln ciel 6, 459, 200 45, 637 7.07 | 2, 799 
Roanoke (Rich Square) ..--___- heniodeccc| ae | 150, 955 7.18 | 6, 720 
Woodstock (Belhaven)...........--------.-_-| 5, 885, 160 | 42, 194 ir 1, 945 
| RASA, aes oR aS ----|_85, 444, 444 392, 569 7.08 of 23, 293 

Grand total_. ciate catia | 473, 457, 150 | 3, 237, 695 | 6. 84 | 

















1 The Virginis 1 cooperatives began purchases from the project in 1952. 


2 The 5 


5 North Carolina cooperatives began purchases from the project Aug. 1, 1953, 


8 Compared with the cost of same kilowatt-hour purchases from Virginia E lectrie & Power Co,, whose 


rate to the cooperatives was 7 


REA LOAN 


.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. 


ALLOTMENT FORMULA 


Since its passage by the Congress in 1936, the Rlural Blectrification Act has 


contained an allotment formula which restricts the amount of loan funds which 
may be made available in any one State. This formula, set forth in section 3 
(c), (d), and (e) of the act, provides that, from 50 percent of the new funds 
budgeted each year, loans in any given State are limited by the proportion 
which that State’s unelectrified farms bears to the total of such farms in the 
Nation. It also provides that the Administrator may, from the remainng 50 
percent and also from all carryover funds, make loans at his discretion, but not 
to exceed 10 percent of such funds in any one State. 

We concede that this allotment formula has, in past years, served a practical 
and necessary purpose, in that it assured the rural people of each State of 
making progress toward initially receiving electric service on a principle equita- 
ble for all. We contend, however, that the formula has outlived its usefulness 


for the simple reason that there is no longer any basic relationship between the 
borrowing needs of our systems and the percentage of unelectrified farms. 

For the purpose of overcoming what has obviously become an obsolete statu- 
tory policy, our rural electric cooperatives are impelled every year to make— 
and the Congress is compelled every year to consider—requests for total loan 
authorizations which far exceed our actual borrowing needs. 


(In support of 
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this contention, we cite the nature of our 1955 budget requests, indicated on 
p. 18 following.) 

For these reasons we urge the Congress to act favorably on pending legislation 
which would delete the allotment formula from the act. This legislation is 
contained in S. 153, S. 851, H. R. 4572, and H. R. 4686. 


REA’S BUDGET FOR 1955-56 


In 1953, and again in 1954, the administration’s budget requests for REA fell 
short of providing the loan and administrative funds which were needed. In 
both those years the Congress very wisely increased the budget. 

Again, we urge the Congress to give its approval to the budget requested for 
1955-56 by the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association. This budget is 
based on the needs of all our systems throughout the United States, as revealed 
by the annual survey conducted by NRECA. 

This year the budgets proposed by the administration and NRECA are far more 
similar than during the past 2 years, as shown by exhibit G: 


Exuisit G.—Analysis of REA’s budget for 1955-56 


| Final budget REA’s bud- | NRECA bud- | House voted 
| by Congress | get request | get request for | REA budget 











4, 100, 000 


4, 000, 000 4, 000, 000 | 4, 000, 000 


| for 1954-55 for 1955-56 1955-56 for 1955-56 
———— —_ —_ - — | —— — - -- - -_—— -—_-+__—— 
Administrative funds ae ..---| $7, 285, 000 $7, 680, 000 $8, 000, 000 | $7, 680, 000 
Electric loan funds: | | | 
Regular loan funds.-----.--- dite 135, 000, 000 160, 000, 000 169, 500,000 | 160,000, 000 
on - | 250, 000, 000-—! } 
Contingency funds cee ‘ 35,000,000 | 35,000, 000 300, 000, 000 |f 100, 000, 000 
Carry-over loan funds_- _...| 46,996, 190 21, 000, 000 | 56, 096, 190 21, 000, 000 
Old loans rescissions__-.......----.----------| 
Ps 


{ 479, 596, 190-|| 285, 000, 000 


Total available __- i : ----| 221,096,190 | 220,000, 000 529, 596, 190 | 


‘Telephone loan funds: 


tegular loan funds___- 75, 000, 000 70, 000, 000 125, 000, 000 75, 000, 000 
Carry-over loan funds 10,000,000 {  10,000,000-') 19 900, 000 
arry-Over ioan funds ‘ , G00 \ 30, 000, 000 | f , ; 
Total available — f 135,000, 000-)} ge png 
Total available-_- di ¥ 75, 000, 000 80, 000, 000 1 155, 000, 000 |f 85, 000, 000 
Note.—No contingency funds will be necessary if the REA loan allotment formula is deleted from the 


Rural Electrification Act, as proposed on p, 17. 
HELLS CANYON DAM AND THE PUBLIC POWER POLICY 


We believe that in the Hells Canyon Dam controversy are focused the basic 
conflicting philosophies concerning natural resources development in the United 
States. The issue involved in this controversy is simply this: Will a great nat- 
ural resource, in which the Federal Government admittedly has a paramount 
interest, be developed by that Government so as to realize both the maximum and 
optimum benefits therefrom in favor of the public at large? Or, will that re- 
source be surrendered to the exploitation of a utility company which is laboring 
arduously to preempt it and pursue a selfish, limited development in favor of the 
few New England investment trusts which dominate it? 

Two years ago the Department of the Interior, in the name of a new partner- 
ship power policy, withdrew its protest to Idaho Power Co.’s application before 
the Federal Power Commission to exploit this the last great hydroelectric dam 
site in the public domain. The record of the hearings on that application, which 
is still pending, leaves little doubt now that a pro-utility-minded Commission will 
grant the company’s request. This being true, only the Congress of the United 
States can save and develop the Snake River for the people. 

We believe that the final resolution of this controversy will signify the funda- 
imental answer to a question which has caused our profound concern in recent 
years: Will America retreat from—and in fact revoke—the basically sound pub- 
lic power policy which, beginning in 1906 under President Theodore Roosevelt, 
was developed, largely with bipartisan support, over nearly 50 years? We cer- 
tainly hope not. 
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We therefore commend Senator W. Kerr Scott for baving joined in the sponsor- 
ship of legislation which would authorize Federal construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake River (S. 1333, H. R. 4719, 
H. R. 4730, H. R. 4739, and H. R. 4740). And we urge all members of the North 
Carolina congressional delegation to support this legislation, 


GEORGE-BARDEN ACT FUNDS 


Over the years the funds appropriated and expended under the George-Barden 
Act have made immeasurable contributions to the economic and general well- 
being of all our people. We commend this legislation as a continuing force for 
good. 

The rural electric systems in North Carolina, as in other States, have for 
several years maintained, in conjunction with the vocational education division 
of the State department of public instruction, a job training and safety program 
which is largely dependent upon these George-Barden Act funds. This program, 
involving two full-time job training and safety instructors, is vital in reducing 
accidents among our linemen and, consequently, in bringing down our insurance 
costs. 

As this policy statement was being prepared, the House of Representatives 
had already approved the $25 million requested for these funds for the coming 
year. Weurge the Senate to concur. 


FARM ELECTRIFICATION FUNDS 


In the United States as a whole, over 92 percent—and in North Carolina, nearly 
97 percent—of our farm people now have electricity. The application of elec- 
tricity in farm operations, however, is only beginning. To make rapid progress 
in this application requires not only that we increase our efforts to acquaint 
our members with techniques already known, but that new and more effective 
uses of electricity be developed to further increase the efficiency of farmwork. 

In past years the sums made available to the Department of Agriculture for 
farm electrification research have been pitifully inadequate. We therefore urge 
the Congress to include in that Department’s budget for 1955-56 at least $300,000 
for this purpose. 

THE ATOMIC POWER PROGRAM 


Last year, during the congressional debates on the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 
the North Carolina congressional delegation was apprised, often and rather fully, 
of our views on this important legislation. We commend all members of the 
delegation who fought for the amendments to that act which we requested, who 
voted against this act as finally passed, or who did both. 

We here reaffirm our basic position that one provision of that act, section 164 
(the erguson amendment), should be repealed. We also urge that the Dixon- 
Yates contract, for which this section of the act purported to establish a legal 
foundation, be thwarted through any legal means available to the Congress. 

Atomic energy was developed under the auspices of, and has been financed by 
some $13 billion furnished by, all the people of the United States. Now that this 
potent force may be harnessed for civilian uses, we believe the public at large 
should be given primary consideration in the policies governing this program. 
Rural electric systems have always had problems in procuring an abundance of 
reasonably priced wholesale power; we are therefore naturally desirous of shar- 
ing in any benefits that may be forthcoming in the atomic power field. Indeed, 
we believe that, unless we are enabled to participate in this program, its bene- 
fits will inure solely to those same large corporate monopolies which have 
traditionally exercised only a secondary regard for the public interest. 

For these reasons, we protest some of the evolving policies and practices of 
the Atomic Energy Commission; in our opinion, these large corporate monopo- 
lies are definitely being favored by the administration of this program at 
present. We also urge that the Congress effectuate the changes in the Atomic 
Energy Act, and use its influence to encourage the changes in administrative 
policies, which are called for in a resolution unanimously adopted at the annual 
meeting of our national association in February. This resolution follows as 
exhibit H. 
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ExHripit H.—RESOLUTION ADOPTED AT THE NATIONAL RuRAL ELectTRICc COOPERATIVE 
ASSOCIATION ANNUAL MEETING, FEBRUARY 17, 1955 


Whereas we are entering a period in which much of our electrical energy will 
be generated from nuclear fuels; and 

Whereas the people of this country have already spent over $13 billion on the 
atomic energy program development; and 

Whereas, if this great new energy resource is to be developed and utilized for 
the benefit of all the people rather than pave the way for profiteering by a few; 
and 

Whereas, the United States is engaged in a race with the Soviet Union in the 
development of peacetime uses of atomic energy as well as military uses and 
that the one may well be as important as the other in the years ahead: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That NRECA, the member systems and our allies in other organiza- 
tions press for the establishment of Federal atomic energy policy which will 
insure the rapid development of low-cost power from a program of action which 
will include participation by public, cooperative, and private power agencies, 
and that the same protection of the public welfare long established in another 
field of public resources, that of water power, be extended to this new source of 
energy, and that to implement such principle the following policies and legisla- 
tion be supported : 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


The Atomic Energy Act of 1954 should be amended to— 


1. Make compulsory the establishment of a civilian electric power devel- 
opment and distribution administration which would be responsible to the 
Congress and the people for the rapid development and distribution of 
atomic power, and that this administration should be required by law to 
appoint consultative committees on which there would be representatives 
from private, public and cooperative organizations of the electric industry, 
and that these committees be kept informed and serve in an advisory capac- 
ity to the administration and thus be a source of informed opinion to the 
Congress, the electric industry and the general public. 

2. Provide for compulsory licensing of all atomic patents and extension of 
the licensing period for an indefinite time, and fix patent rights to discoveries 
as a part of the public domain. 

3. Authorize any Federal power agency to construct Federal atomic yard- 
stick plants with funds appropriated by the Congress (the Johnson amend- 
ment). 

4. Give preference to nonprofit power systems to nuclear fuels. 

5. Direct the AEC to cooperate with REA and the rural electric systems 
to make possible full participation by the rural electric systems in the 
atomic energy program. 

6. Direct the AEC to give adequate and increased attention to the devel- 
opment of small reactors readily adaptable to rural electric and municipal 
systems. 

7. Direct the AEC to construct and operate several small- to large-scale 
experimental reactors immediately to supply power to AEC’s own operations. 

8. The AEC should be urged to provide adequate technical assistance to 
an NRECA or joint REA—-NRECA study team and request additional funds 
from the Congress for that purpose if necessary. 


AGENCY POLICY AND ACTION 


And further, in terms of agency policy and action, NRECA and the mem- 
ber systems and our allies in other organizations should press for the following 
agency policies and actions: 

1, REA should budget funds and personnel for the benefit of REA borrowers, 
to make possible full joint participation with NRECA in the atomic energy study 
program and keep all systems fully informed. 
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2. The AEC should carry out the intent of the Atomic Energy Act and estab- 
lish a division of civilian power development without waiting for Congress to 
make it mandatory, and the recently appointed consulting committee should be 
broadened to include additional representatives of the rural electric systems. 

3. The AEC should be urged as a matter of administrative policy to devote 
more funds and personnel to the specialized needs of the rural electric systems. 

4. The AEC should actively encourage and assist rural electric systems in 
submitting proposals for development and experimentation so as to actively 
encourage competition in the atomic-energy program. The AEC should recognize 
its continuing primary responsibility that most of the experimental work on 
power reactors should be carried on directly by the AEC in order that patent 
rights to the processes should become part of the public domain and not a source 
of inordinate profit or bottlenecking in the hands of private groups. 

5. The AEC should abandon the largely fallacious view that the subsidies 
being granted to private corporations by the AEC and ODM are more economi- 
cal to the people and the Government than an outright subsidy through the AEC 
for reactor development, and the AEC should recognize that their present and 
past policies in this area will result in concentration of control, special privilege, 
and monopoly in the program. 

6. The AEC should immediately seek funds to construct one or more large 
demonstration reactors to serve its own needs at large atomic installations as 
this is already legal under the law. 

7. The AEC should cease making basic policy decisions in the atomic-power 
program without adequate representation of rural electrics, municipal, and Fed- 
eral power systems, as these policies being established are almost as important 
as legislation, and there is every evidence that the private power companies are 
already being consulted while other groups are excluded. 

8. The AEC should make every effort to reduce the area of information cir- 
cumscribed by security restrictions in order that the public, including our 
systems without cleared personnel, may have the advantage of a maximum of 
information on prices of materials, costs, techniques, subsidies, and other informa- 
tion vital to understanding. 

9. The AEC should immediately spell out clearly the procedures by which 
it intends to effectuate its responsibilities under the power-preference pro- 
visions to nonprofit electric systems set forth in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 
This statement should include procedures on notification of availability of power, 
firming power, wheeling, and other arrangements essential to preference rights; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That the NRECA board of directors instruct the Atomic Energy 
Committee of our staff to watch this whole atomic program carefully and keep 
our people and the Members of the Congress informed on developments and 
needs ; and be it further 

Resolved, That the association management be authorized and delegated 
to authorize such staff personnel and to obtain addit‘onal services as necessary 
to adequately keep abreast of atomic-power progr ©: developments, provided 
it is understood that budget is not now available for extension of services in 
this direction. 


Exureit I.—STATEMENT OF FEDERAL Power Poticy Apoprep Frsruary 1, 1951, 
BY THE NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION AND SUBSCRIBED 
TO BY TARHEEL ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP ASSOCIATION AND ALL ITS MEMBER 
SYSTEMS 

INTRODUCTION 


A study of Federal legislation and court decisions of the past 50 years relating 
to the interest of the Federal Government in the production and distribution 
of electric power reveals basic principles which form the foundation for the 
Federal power policy as outlined herein. Because of the very nature of the 
Government’s programs of river development, this policy is not static and 
inflexible; on the contrary, like the projects in which it finds expression, the 
policy is dynamic and constantly growing. 
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“IN A NUTSHELL” 


The established power policy of the United States embraces the development 
of our country’s potential hydropower and its sale and delivery at wholesale 
to load centers at the lowest possible cost consistent with sound business 
principles, first to public bodies and cooperatives and then to others. 

Multiplepurpose dams.—River development projects undertaken by the Fed- 
eral Government should include optimum benefits of flood control, irrigation, 
soil and forest conservation, power production, improvements to navigation 
and municipal water supplies, stream-pollution abatement, promotion of fish 
and wildlife resources, recreational and cultural facilities, salinity control, etc., 
emphasis to be placed on the development of those benefits which best suit 
the economic needs of the greatest number of people. 

Planning for ultimate development.—Comprehensive plans for the ultimate 
development of the principal river basins should be undertaken and completed 
as soon as practicable and no public or private works should be undertaken 
which would not be in harmony with such plans. Concomitantly, studies of 
secondary river basins, adjacent to the principal river basins or to each other, 
should be made on a regional or other geographic area basis to determine which 
streams when fully developed would contribute greater benefits to the national 
welfare than they do in their natural or present state of development. Com- 
prehensive plans for the ultimate development of such streams should likewise 
be formulated as soon as practicable. 

Evaluation of benefits.—In the planning stages the economic value of a river 
development of the principal river basins should be determined by giving full 
consideration to all benefits to be derived from such project, including besides 
flood control, navigation, irrigation and power benefits, such secondary benefits 
as soil and forest conservation, stream pollution abatement, fish and wildlife 
promotion, water salinity control, recreational and cultural facilities, and all 
other direct or associated benefits which can be evaluated. 

Selection of projects.—Since it is impractical and inadvisable to develop 
simultaneously all potential river development projects in the country, it is the 
continuing responsibility of Congress to select from time to time from com- 
pleted plans the projects or parts of projects which it determines should be 
curreutly developed and by authorizations and appropriations to direct their 
construction and operation. 

Mazimum power development.—Power production should be recognized as a 
legitimate primary purpose of some river development projects. Whenever the 
primary purposes do not include power production, the construction and opera- 
tion of such project shall include optimum development of all potential hydro- 
power benefits as a secondary purpose. 

Fuel-burning plants.—Hydro power developments should be supplemented with 
fuel-burner powerplants whenever the anticipated needs of the area served 
or whenever optimum utilization of water for power productive purposes re- 
quires them. 

Power development by private enterprise—Hydro power potentialities of 
rivers belong to the people and the development of such potentialities should 
be for the best interest of the people. Development of hydro sites, therefore, 
solely for power production purposes by private enterprise or non-Federal agen- 
cies may be undertaken only when such development will not interfere with the 
ultimate comprehensive regional or river basin development, which because of 
size and complexity of purpose can be properly undertaken only by Federal 
agencies. 

Lowest possible rates—Power generated from Federal power projects should be 
delivered to load centers and sold at wholesale at the lowest possible rates 
consistent with sound business principles in order to secure for the ultimate 
consumer the benefits of low-cost power. 

Preferences.—Preference in the sale of electric energy produced at Federal 
power projects should be given to public agencies and cooperatives to insure 
the benefits for the general public and particularly for domestic and rural 
consumers. 

Transmission lines—Federally owned powerplants whenever practicable 
should be interconnected, coordinated and integrated with each other and with 
wholesale load centers by adequate transmission lines to provide maxinium power 








468 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


benefits from such facilities to preferred users and others in order to encourage 
the widest possible use of electric energy and to prevent the monopolization 
thereof by limited groups. Such lines, like other parts of a generation system, 
should be self-liquidating. 

Allocation of costs—The capital costs of multipurpose river development 
projects should be allocated in direct proportion to the evaluation of the benefits 
to be derived from such projects. 

Repayment of costs—Repayment of such costs should be made insofar as 
practicable by the direct beneficiaries of the respective benefits. Subsidies by the 
Federal Government and sharing of repayment burdens as between various 
classes of beneficiaries should be kept to a minimum. 

Power marketing agencies.—The executive agencies of the Federal Government 
which are authorized to dispose of electric energy supplied from the opera- 
tion of federally owned projects should have broad authority in making market- 
ing arrangements. It is important, therefore, that such marketing agencies 
should be generally permitted to defray out of current revenues the costs of 
normal and emergency operations and maintenance, to purchase power, to enter 
into power exchange agreements and to construct and lease such facilities as are 
necessary or expedient for properly carrying out their functions, provided that 
Congress retains continuing responsibility for authorizing major capital improve- 
ments on such projects. 

Loan funds.—In financing the construction, operation, and maintenance of 
power generation, transmission and distribution facilities, preferences in the 
use of appropriated loan funds should be given to States, Territories, and sub- 
divisions and agencies thereof, municipalities, peoples’ utility districts and co- 
operative, nonprofit and limited dividend associations. 

National defense.-—Whenever optimum power development in a river develop- 
ment project would seem to result in power capacity greatly in excess of present 
usable demand, the cost of developing such excess power capacity should be al- 
located in some measure to national defense. Reserve power capacity is as 
necessary for national defense as any stockpile of a commodity which would be 
in short supply in event of war. 

Mr. Jones. Is there any other witness who would like to testify 
before this subcommittee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. That concludes the witnesses as scheduled. I wish to 
express to the Governor and the members of his staff and to the Mem- 
bers of the House and the two Senators my deep appreciation for the 
kind and cordial reception which they have afforded the committee. 
It has been a great pleasure and a great treat for us to visit in your 
great State. 

Particularly I want to thank the witnesses who have been prompt 
and cooperative. Your testimony has been invaluable and it is worth- 
while not only from your standpoint but from ours as well. I wish 
to thank you for your cordial reception and the hospitable manner in 
which you have greeted this subcommittee. 

I hope, Mr. Lipscomb, that I get on another committee that can 
come to North Carolina. 

Mr. Liescoms. I second the motion, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, 
for the record, could we include the letter or invitation to appear 
before the committee and also the list of people that were asked to 
appear ? 

Mr. Jones. I think at the Pocono meeting I set out that copies of 
the invitations to appear would automatically be made a ee of the 
record of each hearing. That will be the standard procedure of the 
committee, that the letter of invitation will follow the taking of testi- 
mony, wherever the session of the committee may be. It will not be 
necessary to ask permission to have that become part of the record. 
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States Corps of Engineers. 


Governor Hodges invited the following: 


Name of agency, department, or organization 





North Carolina: 

Water Commission - - 

Department of Comservation and De- 
velopment. 

Ports Authority - 

Highway Commission- 

Utilities Commission 

Rural Electrification Authority 

Civil Defense 

Wildlife Commission 


Stream Sanitation Commission 


Board of Health 
State College (School of Agriculture) _- 
Recreation Commission - - - - - 
John H. Kerr Reservoir Development Com- 
mission, 
U.S. Corps of Engineers. 
U.8. Soil Conservation Service 
Farmers’ Home Administration 
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 


U.8. Geological Survey 
Rivers and Harbors_-- 


Association of Soil Conservation, district 
supervisors. 

North Carolina Industrial Council 

League of Municipalities - -- 


County Commissioners Association 

Private utility groups 

North Carolina Textile Manufacturers Asso- 
ciation. 

Southeastern Beach Assuciation......._-- 

North Carolina Fisheries Association 

American Waterworks Association (North 
Carolina section). 

Southern Furniture Manufacturers Associa- 
tion, 

Neuse River Basin Authority - -- 

Roanoke River Basin Association 

North Carolina Forestry Association _-—_-- 

North Carolina Farm Bureau- --- 

North Carolina State Grange-- 


(No written invitations were sent out by the committee other than 
the following telegram which went to each Member of the House from 


the State of North Carolina :) 


Head or person contacted 


C. 8. Bunn, chairman 
Ben Douglas, director 


Col. Richard Marr 


A. H. Graham, chairman 


Stanley Winborne, chairman 


Gwyn B. Price, chairman 


Gen. E. F. Griffin, chairman 
Patton, director 
executive secre 


Clyde P 
E. B. 

tary. 
Dr. Roy Norton 
D. W. 
Ralph Andrews 


Hubbard, 


Colvard, dean 


Coal. J. C. Cooper, chairman 


Col. R. L. Hill 


E. B. Garrett, conservationist 
Isenhour, director 
Godfrey, administrative 


a a 
Horace 
officer. 
E. B. Rice 
jE. L. White 
\George Dell 


Allen Swindell, president 


Hunter Marshall, secretary 


Mrs. Davetta L. Steed, executive 


secretary. 


Wallace G. Dunham, chairman. 


Hunter Marshall, secretary 


Jack Farrell, executive secretary 
| Earl Holton 


Wilber E. Long, secretary 


James T. 
president. 


Ryan, executive 


Dr. D. J. Rose, president 


Eric Rogers, executive secretary 


Roger Wolcott, president 


R. Flake Shaw, 
president. 


executive 


Harry Caldwell, master 


vice 


vic 


(The following persons were invited to attend the hearing :) 

The Honorable Luther H. Hodges, Governor of the State of North 
Carolina; the entire North Carolina congressional delegation; Jona- 
than Daniels, Raleigh, N. C.; Mrs. Semans, Durham, N. C.; the United 


Location 


Spring Hope, N.C. 


Raleigh. 


Wilmington. 
Raleigh. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 


Do 

Do. 

Do 
Henderson. 


Raleigh. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 


Do. 
Wilmington. 


Morehead City, N. 


Pantego, N. C 


Charlotte. 


Winston-Salem, N. 


Charlotte. 


Wilmington. 
Vandemere. 
Raleigh, N. C. 
High Point. 
Goldsboro, N. C. 
Seotland Neck. 
Raleigh, N. C. 
Greensboro, N. C. 


Do. 
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C. 


Cc 


Special Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power of Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations plans to hold hearings on Hoover Commission Report on Water 
Witnesses will be 


Resources and Power at Raleigh, N. C., September 28 and 29. 


heard on various aspects of water problems in the area. 


have you testify. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD D. COOLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 


(Signed ) 


Rosert E. JONEs, 
Member of Congress, Chairman. 


CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Cootey. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say on behalf of the 
North Carolina delegation, for those of us who have attended the hear- 
ings, and also the members of the delegation who have not been able 
to attend, and, for that matter, on behalf of all the witnesses and the 
people who have attended the hearing and the people of North Caro- 


We shall be pleased to 
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lina, that we are deeply appreciative of your having arranged this 
hearing or these hearings. 

I know that the people are grateful to you and your subcommittee 
for the manner in which you have heard them, and I am certain that 
the members of the subcommittee will profit by the information and 
the testimony which has been furnished by these numerous witnesses, 
all of whom have, I think, presented splended statements. 

We do have some great problems in North Carolina, and those prob- 
lems your subcommittee will have to deal with. I know you can more 
intelligently deal with those problems when they are so clearly pre- 
sented, now that you have come to North Carolina and have conferred 
personally with these men, all of whom are very distinguished citizens 
of this great Commonwealth. 

On behalf of all the people of North Carolina, I thank you for com- 
ing here and being with us the last 2 days. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Cooley. I have a telegram 
from Congressman Deane which will be inserted here. 

(The telegram from Charles B. Deane is as follows :) 


WASHINGTON, D. C., September 28, 1955. 
Rosert E. JONES, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power, 
State Department of Agriculture Auditorium, Raleigh, N. C.: 

Thank you for invitation to testify before your Subcommittee on Water 
Resources and Power in Raleigh this week. Wish to commend your subcom- 
mittee on thorough study you are making of North Carolina and country’s water 
resources. In view of my inability to appear before your subcommittee in 

aleigh, kindly accept this telegram for the record. I strongly favor an aggres- 
sive, forthright policy dealing with unmanaged streams in North Carolina. 

Our State is in urgent need of such a policy. Am sure your subcommittee 
will obtain sufficient overall information on North Carolina’s needs regarding 
conservation and development of water resources during your hearings, that 
will be highly beneficial. I would be glad to have opportunity to place a more 
complete statement of my views in your record before the close of your hearings. 

CHARLES B, DEANE, Member of Congress. 


Mr. Jones. Without objection, Mr. Deane will be permitted to insert 
a subsequent statement and each Member of the House delegation 
from the State of North Carolina will be permitted to extend their 
remarks if they so desire. 

Mr. Liescomeg. I did not get the opportunity to thank the people of 
North Carolina for their hospitality to a Yankee, and to thank my 
omanerrt in Congress for their hospitality. I appreciate it very 
much. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. The subcommittee is now adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 3:55 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 

(The following was submitted for the record :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CHARLES B. DEANE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Chairman, on September 28, I wired your House Subcommittee on Water 
Resources and Power, then holding a 2-day hearing at Raleigh, N. C., that I 
would not be able to make a personal appearance and submit remarks but that 
I would like to have an opportunity to place a statement of my views in the 
record of your hearings. I am grateful for the opportunity to submit my 
statement at this time. 

It is my understanding that the mission of your subcommittee is to deter- 
mine what water problems exist in various sections of the country, what is being 
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done to solve them, and what would be a proper policy for the Federal Govern- 
ment to take with respect to its participation in handling these problems. You 
are also concerned with the recent recommendations of the Hoover Commission 
regarding water resources and power and the Federal Government’s relation- 
ships with these matters. 

‘ver since I came to Congress 9 years ago today, I have been vitally inter- 
ested in the water resources of our Nation and Federal legislation bearing on 
this subject. Through the years, it is becoming increaSingiy evident to all of 
us that an adequate supply of water and its control and development are of 
first importance to every section of this land. Water problems in North Caro- 
lina are essentially the same as in other areas of the country, although these 
problems have assumed a particular acuteness during the droughts that hit the 
State in 1952, 1953, and 1954 and during the hurricanes that lashed the State 
in 1954 and 1955. 

Water supplies in a large number of municipalities of the State and in the 
industrial sections of the Piedmont Plateau section of the State have dwindled 
to the point that long-term planning for the conservation and development of 
the local water resources is a regional “must” item. Floods in eastern North 
Carolina during September 1955 due to the hurricanes have caused enormous 
damages to agricultural lands. 

The State of North Carolina has initiated considerable action to do whatever 
it can to help meet problems of water shortages and devastating floods. The 
1937 session of the State legislature declared a policy of preserving natural 
resources, including water resources, established a State soil conservation 
committee, created soil-conservation districts, and set forth the powers of the 
committee and the districts. The 1951 State legislature established the State 
stream sanitation committee within the State board of health, and this committee 
has achieved substantial progress toward abatement of pollution in our streams. 
This same session of the legislature adopted legislation requiring that any per- 
son utilizing surface waters for irrigation shall, prior to such utilization, apply 
to the director of the conservation department for a permit. 

The 1955 State legislature created a Board of Water Commissioners of the 
State of North Carolina to promote a coordinated water program by assembling 
basic information and by developing a program of planning and education 
including recommendations for necessary legislation. 

Regarding the question of what should be a proper policy for the Federal 
Government to take with respect to participation in handling water problems, 
I would suggest that such a policy always adhere to the best interests of the 
Nation as a whole and of the States and areas insofar as these local interests 
fit in with the national planning. We can no longer shut our eyes to the increas- 
ing water demands and the full utilization and development of water resources 
throughout the country. We must adopt an aggressive, forthright policy on 
this subject. 

At this point, I would like to direct the particular attention of your sub- 
committee to the importance of Federal assistance in dealing with flood-threat- 
ening streams and rivers. This is particularly true of North Carolina. One 
of these great rivers in this region is the Yadkin-Pee Dee which flows through 
the heart of my congressional district. 

In the upper Yadkin-Pee Dee River Valley 28 damaging floods occurred during 
the 32-year period, 1920 through 1951. In one of these floods, which occurred 
during August 1943, over $3,250,000 worth of damage was done, and the average 
annual flood toll in that area is $250,000. Many commercial establishments, 
residences, utilities, highways, bridges, the Southern Railway, and nearly 7,000 
acres of cropland in the reach of the Yadkin River between Wilkesboro, N. C., 
and Donnaha, N. C., are subject to periodic flooding. 

On July 24, 1946, Congress authorized the construction of 4 flood-detention 
dams on the Yadkin and its tributary, the Reddies River, in order to afford 
the upper river valley region needed protection from devastating floods. Since 
that date, almost 10 years ago, the Army Corps of Engineers has been conducting 
studies and surveys on this flood-control project and recently recommended that 
the 4 detention dams proposal be replaced with 2 large detention dams, 1 on 
the Reddies north of North Wilkesboro, N. C., and 1 on the Yadkin west of 
Wilkesboro, N. C. Now, the corps is engaged in completing its last survey on this 
project which deals with the economic feasibility of the project. 
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Likewise, the Corps of Engineers is making a final determination of the advan- 
tages of having a conservation lake behind each of the two detention dams in 
which to store needed water supplies for nearby municipalities, to provide 
recreational facilities, and to provide downstream flushing of pollution. 

I sincerely hope that the requisite reports and surveys of the Corps of Engi- 
neers on the Yadkin-Pee Dee Rivers project in North Carolina will soon be in 
hand and that an item can be included in the Federal budget for fiscal year 
1957 with which to begin construction on these two dams. The consummation 
of this flood-control project would go a long way toward relieving devastating 
floods in this river valley and toward assuring much-needed water resources for 
constructive year-round use in Piedmont North Carolina. 

I respectfully invite your subcommittee’s cooperation and assistance in the 
promotion of the Yadkin-Pee Dee flood-control project in North Carolina which 
was authorized by Congress 10 years ago and which now awaits implementation 
through congressional appropriation. 
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